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The purpose of these measuresisto compare the database update functions for
BedlSouth retall and the CLECs. The Database Update Information performance

measurements are as follows:

Average Database Update Interval;

Percent Database Update Accuracy; and

Percent NXXs and LRNs Loaded by the LERG Effective Date.

The standard for the Interval measurement is parity-by-design. The standard for the

Accuracy and the NXX / LRN load effective date measurements is a benchmark.

E911

The E911 performance measurements are as follows:

Timeliness;

Accuracy; and

Mean Interva to ddliver service,

The purpose of these measuresisto review the E911 functions for BellSouth retall
and CLEC cdls. The BdlSouth equipment provides parity by desgn. The switching
and E911 equipment function on aper cal bass without knowledge of the cal’s

origination.
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Trunk Group Performance

The purpose of these measurements is to provide a comparison of BellSouth retall
and CLEC trunking operations. The trunk blockage measure assesses the
performance of trunk groups administered by BellSouth that are outgoing from
BdlSouth's switchesto CLECS switches. The Trunk Group performance

measurements are as follows:

Trunk Group Blockage (Summary) and

Trunk Group Blockage (Detall).

The Trunk Group Performance report is covered in detall later in this Exhibit.

Collocation

The Collocation measurements provide information regarding the timeliness of the
provisioning by BellSouth of collocation arrangementsto CLECs. The Collocation

performance measures are as follows

Average Response Time;

Average Arrangement Time; and

Percentage of Due Dates Missed.
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The metrics are disaggregated by virtua and physica orders. Because Bell South
does not provide collocation to its retail units, these measures are evauated agang

benchmarks rather than retail anaogues.

Change M anagement

The Change Management performance measurements are asfollows:

- Timeliness of Change Notices,

- Average Delay Days for Change Notices,

- Timdiness of Documents associated with Change;

- Change Management Documentation Average Delay Days, and

- Notification of CLEC Interface Outages.

Because Bdll South does not provide a change management processto its retail units,

these measures are evaluated against benchmarks rather than retail analogues.

Bona Fide/ New Business Request Process

The SQM for Bona Fide/ New Business Requests are as follows:.

- Percentage of BFR/NBR Requests Processed within 30 Business Days and

15
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- Percentage of Quotes Provided for Authorized BFR/NBR Requests

Processed Within X (10/30/60) Business Days.

1. ANALYS SOF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS

A. Introduction

Attachment 1H isthe Monthly State Summary (MSS) for Tennessee for January
2002. The MSS contains 2,328 sub-metrics based on the Georgia Public Service
Commission (GPSC) Docket 7892-U. As shown in Attachment 1H, in January,
BellSouth met or exceeded the benchmark/retail analogue criteriafor 650 of 727 sub-
metrics, or 89%, for which there were both established benchmarks'retail anaogues
and CLEC activity. Asshown in Attachment 1G, in December, BellSouth met or
exceeded the benchmark/retail andogue criteriafor 606 of 690 sub-metrics, or 88%,
for which there were both established benchmarks'retail analogues and CLEC
activity. Attachment 1F shows, in November, that BellSouth met or exceeded the
benchmark/retail analogue criteriafor 642 of 760 sub-metrics, or 84%, for which

there were both established benchmarks/retail analogues and CLEC activity.

As explained previoudy, three of the measures were identified by BellSouth as

having deficienciesin their caculations and were investigeted and evauated for

appropriate program code corrections. These three measures were Average Jeopardy
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Notice Interva, FOC & Regect Completeness (including the “Multiple Responses’
ub-metrics), and LNP Disconnect Timeliness. Program coding modifications have
been completed for the FOC and Rgject Completeness measure. A variation on the
FOC & Regect Response Completeness (O-11) measurement, FOC/Rgject
Completeness (Multiple Responses), indicates the proportion of times that multiple
FOCsRgectsfor an LSR arereturned. The Georgia PSC did not order this measure
to beimplemented. Also, this measurement can be mideading because sometimes
multiple responses are required for efficient operation of the business, such aswhen a
second FOC is returned to notify a CLEC when ajeopardy is cleared. Consequently,
while BdllSouth reports data on this measure in the Monthly State Summary,
BdlSouth has not included it in the calculation of performance measurements that

had CLEC activity and has not addressed those sub-metricsin this Exhibit. The
Average Jeopardy Notice Interval measures are undergoing program:-coding changes.
As these corrections are completed, the additiona sub-metrics affected by the
changes will beincluded in the attachment updates. The LNP Disconnect Timeliness
messure is under review by the Georgia PSC. These measures are included in the
MSS and in the totd number of measurements caculation (2,328), but are excluded

fromthe“Met/Total” (650/727) percentage caculations.

A more meaningful way to look a the data is in 3-month increments. BdlSouth

caculated a 3-month result that includes dl sub-metrics that are compared to a retail

17
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andogue or benchmark and had activity in each of the three months of November and
December 2001 and January 2002.

The three-month figure is not an average of the individua months. Rather, itisan
andysds of those submetricsthat had datafor dl three months. The three-month
denominetor is the total number of submetrics thet have datain dl three months. The
numerator is the number of those submetrics that had “yes’ in any two of the three
months.

During the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, again
adjugting for the measures mentioned above where appropriate, there were atota of
646 sub-metrics that had CLEC activity for al three months and that were compared
with either benchmarks or retail andogues. Of these 646 sub-metrics, 586 sub-

metrics (91%) satisfied the comparison criteriain at least two of the three months.

BdlSouth’ s performance results are equaly strong for each of the mgor modes of
entry in Tennessee. BdllSouth’ s resultsin the following categories are based on the
percentage of al sub-metricsthat had CLEC activity for dl three months and met or
exceeded the gatidtical criteriafor at least two of the last three months (November

2001 — January 2002) included with this Exhibit.

For Resale, BdllSouth met or exceeded the criteriafor 139 of the 152 sub-

metrics or 91% for at least two of the last three months,
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For UNE, BellSouth met or exceeded the criteriafor 323 of the 349 sub-

metrics or 93% for at least two of the last three months,

For Locd Interconnection Trunks (LI1T), BellSouth met or exceeded the
criteriafor 24 of the 26 sub-metrics or 92% for at least two of the last three

months,

For OSS, BdlSouth met or exceeded the criteriafor 73 of the 85 sub-metrics

or 86% for at least two of the last three months,

For Callocation, BdlSouth met or exceeded the criteriafor 3 of the 3 sub-

metrics or 100% for dl three of the lagt three months, and

For the coordinated conversions (i.e., hat cuts) BellSouth met the 15 minute
benchmark for 1,348 of the 1,352 scheduled conversions (B.2.12) or greater than 99%
for the three month period of November, December 2001 and January 2002. The

average interva for each cutover was 2.83 minutes during this period.

A third way to andyze the datais by performance on Key Measures. When
Tennessee data is andyzed based solely on the Key Measures, under a reasonable set
of assumptions, BellSouth’s performance aso is above 89% for al three months.
Thus, not only is BellSouth performing well on dl of the measures againg which it is

evduated, it is performing equally well on the Key Measuresthat are of particular
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importance to the FCC. The detailed results of this analys's, and the evauation

criteriaupon which it is based, are atached as Exhibit AJV-4.

Each sub-metric designated as having not satisfied the benchmark or BdllSouth retail
anaogue requirement for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 is included
in this Exhibit. Each sub-metric discussed is labeled as to the month(s) the misses

occurred (November/December/January).

The following paragraphs will address specific performance measurements associated

with each checkligt item.

B. CHECKLIST ITEM 1—-INTERCONNECTION

Callocation

BdllSouth provides three separate collocation reports: 1) Average Response Time; 2)
Average Arrangement Time and 3) Percent of Due Dates Missed. Section E, Items
E.1.1.1 through E.1.3.3, provides these results. Bell South met the approved
benchmarks for al sub-metrics with CLEC activity in November and December 2001

and January 2002.

L ocal | nter connection Trunking

Trunking Reports
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Section C, Items C.1.1 to C.4.2 of the MSS contains deta for ordering, provisoning,

maintenance and repair, and billing associated with Loca Interconnection Trunks.

In November, December 2001 and January 2002, Bell South met the applicable
benchmarks/anaogues for 21 of the 25 (84%), 22 of the 25 (88%) and 21 of the 25
(84%) loca interconnection trunking sub-metrics having CLEC activity. The sub-
metrics that did not meet the benchmarksretail andogues for November, December

2001 and/or January 2002 are asfollows:

Order Completion Interva / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.2.1) (November)

Seven of the eight orders in this sub-metric were completed on or before their due
datesin November 2001. One order, having a seventy-two day interva, should have
received an “L-Code’ as a customer requested extended interval, and excluded from
this measurement. Without this order, Bell South would have met the retall analogue
comparison for the sub-metric in November. BellSouth met the benchmark for this

sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Average Completion Natice Interval / Local Interconnection Trunks (C.2.7)

(November)

There were only eight orders for this sub-metric in November 2001. The smal

universe of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark
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comparison. BelSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and

January 2002.

Savice Order Accuracy / Locd Interconnection Trunks / < 10 Circuits / Non-

Dispatch (C.2.11.1.2) (November)

BdlSouth met the standard for 24 of the 26 (92%) orders reviewed in this sub-metric
in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 25 of the 26 orders,
based on the quantity of ordersin the sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for

this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Local Interconnection Trunks / Dispatch (C.3.2.1)

(Jenuary)

In January 2002, there was 1 trouble reported for the 46,144 lines in service for the
sub-metric, atrouble report rate of only 0.002%. \When BdlSouth provisons high
quality service coupled with very large universe Sizes, it can cause an gpparent out of
equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, thereisvery little
variation and the universe sizeis o large that the Z-test becomes overly sengtiveto
any difference. In other words, the gatistical test shows that the measurement does
not meet the fixed critica vaue when compared with the retail anadogue, but
BdlSouth’s actud performance for both CLECs and its own retail operationsiséat a
veary highleve —inthis case, over 99.9%. From apractica point of view, the

CLECS ahility to compete has not been hindered even though the satistica results
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may technicaly show that BdllSouth failed to meet the benchmark/ana ogue.
BdlSouth met the retal ana ogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

Maintenance Average Duration / Local Interconnection Trunks/ Dispatch (C.3.3.1)

(January)

There was only one report for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smadl universe

for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive retail ana ogue comparison.
BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

Maintenance Average Duration / Loca Interconnection Trunks/ Non-Dispatch

(C.3.3.2) (November/January)

There was only one report for this sub-metric in November 2001 and four reportsin
January 2002. The amdl universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive
retail analogue comparison. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this

aub-metric in December 2001.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / Loca Interconnection Trunks / Non-Dispatch

(C.3.4.2) (December)

There were only two reports for this sub-metric in December 2001. The small

universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive retail analogue comparison.
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BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

L ocal I nterconnection Trunks— Billing

Invoice Accuracy / Locda Interconnection Trunks (C.4.1) (December/January)

The CLECs experienced I nterconnection invoice accuracy rates that were less than
the rates for the invoices BellSouth sent to its retail customers during December 2001
and January 2002 (98.85% accuracy for BellSouth versus 96.87% for the CLEC
invoices in December 2001, and 99.08% accuracy for BellSouth compared to 98.14%
for CLECsin January 2002). The differencein December performance was the result
of some Universal Service Order Code (USOC) rate updates that were not loaded by
BdlSouth in atimely manner. Thisissue has been covered with the appropriate
BdlSouth personnd. The difference in January 2002 performance was the result of
Other Charges and Credits (OC& Cs) that were issued in January to recover E911
billing for November 2001. BellSouth failed to bill E911 for November 2001
because of computer program errors. As a preventative action plan, BellSouth will
improve the processit usesto test program changes. BedllSouth met the retall

andogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001.

Mean Timeto Ddiver Invoices— CABS/ Locda Interconnection Trunks (C.4.2)

December
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The CLECs experienced Interconnection invoice delivery rates that were dightly
higher than the rates for BellSouth’ s retail customers during December 2001 (4.85
daysfor BdlSouth versus 4.97 days for CLECS). The smal differencein
performance was the result of recent shiftsin workloads within the BellSouth Bill
Digtribution department. BellSouth met the retail andogue comparison for this sub-

metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

Trunk Blockage

ltem C5.1 (TGP) of the MSS shows the actud trunk blocking percentages by hour.

The Andogue/Benchmark for the Trunk Group Performance measure is any two
consecutive hours in 24 hours where CLEC blockage exceeds BellSouth blockage by
more than 0.5%. BedlSouth met the approved andogue/benchmark for this measure

for November and December 2001 and January 2002.

C. CHECKLIST ITEM 2—UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS (UNE)

This section addresses the measures associated with UNEs under checklist item 2.
Attachment 1H, Sections B.1 — B.3, provides data thet is divided into Ordering,
Provisoning and Maintenance & Repair operations. The Ordering function is
disaggregated into 17 sub-metrics. The Provisoning function has 19 sub-metrics, and
there are 12 sub-metrics for the Maintenance & Repair function. All Ordering

measures will be included in this checklist item because of the overdl relaionship of
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the eectronic, partidly dectronic and manua processing of Loca Service Requests

(LSRs). The Provisoning and Maintenance & Repar measures for the following

products are included in the checklist item as shown below:

Product

Combo (Loop & Port)

Combo (Other)

Other Design

Other Non-Design

xDSL Loop

UNE ISDN Loop

Line Sharing

2w Anaog Loop Design

2w Analog Loop Non Design

2w Analog Loop W/INP Design

2w Anaog Loop w/INP Non Design
2w Anaog Loop W/LNP Design

2w Anaog Loop w/LNP Non Design
Digitdl Loop < DS1

Digitd Loop => DS1

Locd Interoffice Transport

Switch Ports

26

Checklist Item

#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#2 — Unbundled Network Elements
#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#4 — Unbundled Locd Loops

#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#4 — Unbundled Local Loops

#4 — Unbundled Locd Loops

#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#4 — Unbundled Locd Loops

#4 — Unbundled Loca Loops

#5 — Unbundled Loca Transport

#6 — Unbundled Locd Switching
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INP Standalone #11 — Loca Number Portability
LNP Standaone #11 — Loca Number Portability

An overdl review of the UNE sub-metrics for Ordering, Provisoning, Maintenance
& Repar and Billing indicates that BellSouth met the benchmark/retail analogue
criteriafor 84% of the sub-metrics with CLEC activity in November, for 90% of the

sub-metrics in December 2001 and for 92% of the sub-metricsin January 2002.

During the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, there were
349 UNE sub-metrics that had data for dl three months and were compared to
benchmarks or retail anadogues. Of those 349 sub-metrics, 323 (93%) sub-metrics

met the rdevant criteriafor at least two of the three months.

UNE Ordering M easur es

ltemsB.1.1 - B.1.19 in the MSS show data for Percent Rejected Service Requests,
Reect Interval, FOC Timdiness and FOC & Regect Response Completeness. These
reports are disaggregated by interface type (dectronic, partia eectronic and manua),

aswell as product type.

Regect Interva
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ltems B.1.4 - B.1.8 examine the Reject Interval measurement. For LSRs submitted
eectronicdly, the benchmark is 97% within one hour. 1n both November and
December 2001, BellSouth returned 91% of the rejected electronic service requests
within the 1-hour benchmark period. In January 2002, 95% of fully eectronic regjects
for UNE LSRs were ddivered within the one-hour time period. (See the write-up for
ltems B.1.4.2 — B.1.4.17 below for further discussion concerning eectronicaly

submitted orders.)

For partidly dectronic orders, which are LSRs submitted eectronically but require
service representative intervention, the benchmark is 85% returned within 10 hours.
BellSouth exceeded the 10-hour benchmark in November and December 2001 and
January 2002 by returning 96%, 91% and 97%, respectively, of partidly dectronic

rejects within the benchmark interval.

For manud orders, the current benchmark is 85% within 24 hours. BellSouth dso
exceeded this requirement in November and December 2001 and January 2002, with
98%, 98% and 99%, respectively, of the LSRs submitted manualy being returned to

the CLECs within the 24-hour time period.

Thefallowing sub-metrics did not meet the established benchmarksin Novermber,

December 2001 and/or January 2002:
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Reect Interval / Combo (Loop & Port) / Electronic (B.1.4.3)

(November/December/January)

Reject Interval / xDSL / Electronic (B.1.4.5) (January)

Reect Interva / Line Sharing / Electronic (B.1.4.7) (November/December/January)

Reject Interval / 2w Analog Loop Design / Electronic (B.1.4.8)

(November/December/January)

Reect Interval / 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / Electronic (B.1.4.9) (November)

Reiect Interval / Other Design / Electronic (B.1.4.14) (November/December/January)

Reect Interva / Other Non-Design / Electronic (B.1.4.15)

(November/December/January)

Reect Interval / LNP (Standalone) / Electronic (B.1.4.17) (November/December)

The current benchmark for these sub-metrics is >= 97% within one hour. BellSouth's
root cause andysis determined that a number of LSRs that did not meet the one-hour
benchmark were submitted when back-end legacy systems were out of service and
were unable to process the LSRs. Because such LSRs should be excluded from the
measurement, Bell South implemented a coding change in PMAP, intended to ensure
that scheduled OSS downtime was properly excluded. This change was made with
September 2001 data and was expected to improve sub-metric results for Reect

Interva performance.

The coding change assumed that EDI and TAG timestamps reflected Eastern Time.

However, the timestamps used by EDI and TAG actudly reflects Centrd time. Asa
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result of this discrepancy, an hour is being added during PMAP timestamp
“synchronization,” which causes the results to inaccurately reflect the rgect Interva
duraion. A change to addressthisissue for EDI was implemented effective with
February 2002 data, and BellSouth isin the process of scheduling asimilar change
for TAG. BelSouth’sroot cause analysis has determined that, had the scheduled
OSS downtime exclusion been properly implemented, Bell South’s Reject Interva

performance would generdly have met the Commisson’s benchmark.

BdlSouth’sroot cause andysis aso identified an additiond issue that impacts the
electronic Rgect Interva sub-metrics. Thisissue arises when afully mechanized
Firm Order Confirmation (*FOC”) is followed by amanua Clarification, a scenario
that occurs when the Local Carrier Service Center (*LCSC”) must resolve specific
types of errors after the issuance of the FOC. Thisissue digtorts the timeliness of
BdlSouth's dectronic rgect notices, and BellSouth is currently andyzing this

Stuation to determine an gppropriate solution.

Reect Interva / Line Sharing / Partidly Electronic (B.1.7.7) (December)

There were only Sx LSRs rgected in this sub-metric for December 2001. Such a
small universe does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.
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Reect Interval / 2W Analog Loop Design / Partidly Electronic (B.1.7.8)

(November/December)

BdlSouth returned 13 of the 17 rgjected L SRs within the benchmark interva in
November and met the interval for 7 of the 10 LSRs in December 2001. The 85%
benchmark required that 15 of the 17 rgjects for November and 9 of the 10 rejects for
December meet the 10-hour interva. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-

metric in January 2002.

Reect Interval / 2W Anaog Loop Non-Design / Patidly Electronic (B.1.7.9)

(November/January)

There were only four LSRs rgjected for this sub-metric in November 2001 and two
LSRsrgected in January 2002. The smdl universe of orders for this sub-metric does
not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. There was no CLEC activity for

this sub-metric in December 2001.

Reect Intervd / 2W Anaog Loop w/LNP Design / Partidly Electronic (B.1.7.12)

(Jenuary)

BdlSouth met the 10-hour benchmark for 30 of the 41 rgected L SRsfor this sub-
metric in January 2002. The 85% benchmark set arequirement of 35 of the 41 orders
returned. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.
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Reect Interva / LNP Standalone / Partidly Electronic (B.1.7.17) (November)

BelSouth returned 42 of the 52 rgects for LSRsin this sub-metric within the 10-hour
benchmark period in November 2001. The 85% benchmark set a requirement of 45
of the 52 orders returned, based on the quantity of orders for the sub-metric.
BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.

Reiect Interval / UNE ISDN / Manua (B.1.8.6) (November)

BdlSouth returned 20 of the 24 rgjects for LSRs in this sub-metric within the 24-hour
benchmark period in November 2001. The 85% benchmark set a requirement of 21
of the 24 orders returned, based on the quantity of orders for the sub-metric.
BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January

2002.

FOC Timdiness

For LSRs submitted eectronicaly, the benchmark is 95% of the FOCs returned
within 3 hours. For partidly dectronic LSRs, the benchmark is 85% returned within
10 hours. For LSRs submitted manualy, the benchmark is 85% returned within 36

hours.

In November and December 2001 and January 2002, Bell South exceeded the rdlevant

benchmark with 98%, 99% and 99%, respectively, of al FOCs returned within the
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benchmark intervd. The sub-metrics that did not meet the benchmark in November,

December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as follows:

FOC Timdiness/ 2W Anadog Loop Non-Desgn / Partidly Electronic (B.1.12.9)

December
There was only one order for this sub-metric in December 2001. The smdl universe
of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison.
BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. There was no

CLEC ativity for this sub-metric in November 2001.

FOC Timdiness/ Other Non-Design / Partially Electronic (B.1.12.15) (November)

BdlSouth met the 10-hour benchmark for 53 of the 67 FOCs returned for this sub-
metric in November 2001. The 85% benchmark set a requirement of 57 67 FOCs
returned, based on the quantity of ordersfor this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC Timdiness/ LNP Standalone/ Partidly Electronic (B.1.12.17) (November)

BdlSouth met the 10-hour benchmark for 77 of the 91 FOCs returned for this sub-
metric in November 2001. The 85% benchmark set arequirement of 78 FOCs
returned, based on the quantity of ordersin this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.
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FOC & Reject Response Completeness

The following FOC & Reect Response Completeness sub-metrics did not meet the

benchmarks for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ xDSL / TAG / Electronic (B.1.14.5.2)

(November)

BellSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 65 of the 70 responses for this sub-metricin

November 2001. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 67 of the 70 responses,
based on the quantity of ordersfor this sub-metric. BelSouth met the benchmark for

this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Regect Response Completeness/ Line Sharing / EDI / Electronic (B.1.14.7.1)

(November/December)

There were only five LSRsfor this sub-metric in November and one LSRin
December 2001. The smdl universe for this sub-metric does not provide aconclusive
benchmark comparison. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January

2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness/ 2w Analog Loop Non-Desgn/ TAG /

Electronic (B.1.14.9.2) (November)

There were only two LSRs for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small

universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison.
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BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002. There was no

CLEC ativity for this sub-metric in December 2001.

FOC & Rgect Response Completeness/ 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / EDI /

Electronic (B.1.14.12.1) (November/December)

BellSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 26 of the 28 responses for this sub-metricin
November and for 8 of the 9 responsesin December 2001. The 95% benchmark set a
requirement of 27 of the 28 responses for November and al 9 of 9 responsesin
December, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness/ Other Non-Desgn / EDI / Electronic

(B.1.14.15.1) (November)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 14 of the 17 responses for this sub-metricin
November 2001. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of al 17 of the 17 responses
based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for
this sub-metric in January 2002. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metricin

December 2001.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ LNP Standalone/ EDI / Electronic

(B.1.14.17.1) (November)
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BellSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 68 of the 72 responses for this sub-metricin
November 2001. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 69 of the 72 responses
based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for

this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ xDSL / EDI / Partially Electronic

(B.1.15.5.1) (November)

There were only four LSRs for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison.
Therewas no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in December 2001. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ XDSL / TAG / Partidly Electronic

(B.1.15.5.2) (November)

There were only eeven responses for this sub-metric in November 2001. The small
universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison.
BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001. There was no

CLEC activity for this sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ 2w Analog Loop Non-Desgn/ TAG/

Partidly Electronic (B.1.15.9.2) (November)
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There were only five responses for this sub-metric in November 2001. The smdl
universe for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison.
Therewas no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either December 2001. BellSouth

met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness/ Other Non-Design / EDI / Partidly

Electronic (B.1.15.15.1) (November)

BelSouth met the standard criteriafor 13 of the 14 responses returned for this sub-
metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that dl 14 of the 14 responses
meet the criteria. BellSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ Local Interoffice Trangport / Manud

(B.1.16.2) (January)

There were only four LSRs for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smdl universe
for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusive benchmark comparison. BellSouth
met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001. Therewasno CLEC

activity for this sub-metric in December 2001.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ Combo (Loop & Port) / Manua (B.1.16.3)

(November/December/January)

37



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Exhibit AJV-3
Tennessee Performance Measurements
April 26, 2002

BelSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 126 of the 155 responses for this sub-metric
in November, for 125 of the 136 responses in December 2001 and for 165 of the 182
responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 148 of
the 155 responses in November, 130 of the 136 responses in December and 173 of the
182 responses for January, based on the quantity of LSRs for this sub-metric.

BdlSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet

the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ UNE ISDN / Manua (B.1.16.6)

(November/December/January)

BellSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 88 of the 99 responses for this sub-metricin
November, for 81 of the 94 responses returned in December 2001 and for 94 of the
107 responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set requirements of 95
of the 99 responses for November, 90 of the 94 responses for December and 102 of
the 107 responses for January, based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric.
BdlSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet

the benchmark.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness/ 2w Analog Loop Design / Manua

(B.1.16.8) (December)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 167 of the 177 responses for this sub-metric

in December 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 169 of the 177
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responses based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / 2w Analog Loop Non-Desgn / Manud

(B.1.16.9) (November/December/January)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 179 of the 191 responses for this sub-metric
in November, for 119 of the 130 responses returned in December 2001 and for 201 of
the 220 responses returned in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set requirements of
182 of the 191 responses for November, 124 of the 130 responses in December and
209 of the 220 responses for January, based on the quantity of LSRs for this sub-
metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results

to meet the benchmark.

FOC & Rqgect Response Completeness / Other Design / Manua (B.1.16.14)

December
BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 222 of the 235 responses for this sub-metric
in December 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 224 of the 235
responses, based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric. BellSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / Other Non-Design / Manua (B.1.16.15)

(November)
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BelSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 759 of the 832 responses returned for this
sub-metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 791 of the
832 responses based on the quantity of LSRs for this sub-metric. BelSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reject Response Completeness / INP Standalone/ Manud (B.1.16.16)

(November/January)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 27 of the 32 responses for this sub-metricin
November 2001 and for 22 of the 24 responses returned in January 2002. The 95%
benchmark set requirements of 31 of the 32 responses for November and 23 of the 24
responses for January, based on the quantity of LSRs for this sub-metric. BellSouth

met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / LNP Standalone/ Manud (B.1.16.17)

(November)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteriafor 372 of the 393 responses for this sub-metric

in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 374 of the 393
responses, based on the quantity of LSRsfor this sub-metric. BellSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Flow-Through
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Attachment 1H, ItemsF.1.1 - F.1.3, shows Flow-Through data disaggregated by
customer type and for the Summary/Aggregate. The following table showsthe
Regiond FHow-Through results for the November 2001 through January 2002 period

as compared with the Interim SQM benchmarks.

% Flow-through Service Requests (F.1.1.1 — F.1.3.4)

Cugtomer Type | November 2001 December 2001 January 2002 Benchmark
Residence 89.40% 89.50% 88.56% 95%
Busness 75.18% 74.07% 74.56% 90%
UNE 79.66% 82.67% 85.50% 85%
LNP 91.24% 87.62% 92.81% 85%

The table above excludes those L SRs designed to “fal out” for manud handling. The
business flow-through rate is well below the 90% objective. Business LSRs are more
complex than the typicd LSRs and, as aresult, there is a greater probability for error.
For example, an LSR requesting 10 lines with series completion hunting thet are
located over multiple floors and have avariation of features on the lines presents
many more opportunities for system mismatches than one that adds just linesand

features.

BdlSouth has established a Flow- Through Improvemert Program Management

process that includes seven different internd organizations. Ongoing anayssis
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being done to determine trends and identify flow-through problems. To dete, fifteen
system enhancements have been identified and are targeted for Encore rel eases.
Three of the enhancements were implemented in August, five enhancements

implemented in November and two enhancements implemented in January 2002. The

remainder of the enhancements is scheduled for release during early 2002.

UNE Provisioning M easur es

BdllSouth met the relevant criteria for 89%, 92% and 93% of the overal UNE
Provisoning measurements in the months of November, December 2001 and January
2002, respectively. The following sub-metrics did not meet the gpplicable

benchmarks/ retail analoguesin November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

Order Completion Interval / Combo Other / < 10 Circuits/ Dispatch (B.2.1.4.1.1)

(November/January)

There were 13 orders completed for this sub-metric in November and 12 orders
completed in January 2002. The average completion interval was 13.62 days for the
CLEC orders compared to 5.51 days for the Bell South retail andogue in November
and 12.08 days for CLECs compared to 5.43 days for the retail analogue in January.
This represents an 11% reduction in the CLEC interva and a 1% reduction in the
interva for the retail andogue. There were no systemic ingtdlation issues or patterns
identified for the ordersin this sub-metric. BellSouth met the retail andogue

comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001.
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% Jeopardies/ Combo Other / Electronic (B.2.5.4) (January)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smdl universe
of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a Satigticaly conclusive comparison to
the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric

in November and December 2001.

% Missed Ingtdlation Appointments/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/ Non-

Dispatch (B.2.18.3.1.2) (November/December/January)

BdlSouth met the due dates for 3,453 of the 3,458 ingtallation gppointments
scheduled for this sub-metric in November, for 3,943 of the 3,952 indtallation
appointments scheduled for December 2001 and for 4,245 of the 4,258 ingtallation
gppointments scheduled for January 2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had
more than 99.5% of the scheduled appointments for this sub-metric completed as
scheduled in dl three months. When BellSouth provisions high qudity service
coupled with very large universe Szes, it can cause an gpparent out of equity
condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, thereisvery little variation
and the universe Sze is 0 large that the Z-test becomes overly senditive to any
difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the measurement does not
meet the fixed critical vaue when compared with the retall analogue, but BellSouth's
actud performance for both CLECs and its own retail operdtionsis a avery high

levd —inthis case, over 99%. From apractica point of view, the CLECs &hility to
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compete has not been hindered even though the Statistical results may technicaly

show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/ana ogue.

% Missed I nstalation Appointments/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch-1n (B.2.18.3.1.4) (November/December/January)

Thissub-metric is afurther disaggregation of Item B.2.18.3.1.2. BdlSouth met the
due dates for 1,466 of the 1,471 ingtdlation appointments scheduled for this sub-
metric for November, for 1,657 of the 1,666 instdlation appointments scheduled for
December 2001 and for 1,741 of the 1,754 ingtalation appointments scheduled for
January 2002. Both the CLECs and BellSouth retail had more than 99% of the
scheduled gppointments for this sub-metric completed as scheduled in Al three
months. From a practica point of view, the CLECs ability to compete has not been
hindered even though the satistica results may technicaly show that BellSouth

faled to meet the benchmark/andogue.

% Missed Ingdlation Appointments/ Combo (Loop & Port) / >= 10 Circuits/

Dispatch (B.2.18.3.2.1) (December)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in December 2001. The smdll
universe of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a gatigticaly conclusve
comparison to the retall analogue. BellSouth met the retaill anal ogue comparison for

this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.
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% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch (B.2.19.3.1.1) (January)

There were 20 troubles reported for this sub-metric in January 2002 for the 257 orders
completed in the prior 30 days. Of the 20 reported troubles, 3 (15%) were closed as
“no trouble found.” BellSouth met the retail andogue for this sub-metricin

November and December 2001.

% Provisioning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/ Non-

Dispatch (B.2.19.3.1.2) (November/December)

There were no troubles reported for 95% or more of dl orders for both the CLECs
and BdllSouth retail for orders completed in the 30 days prior to either November or
December 2001. There were 158 reports for the 4,162 orders that completed in the 30
days prior to November and 150 trouble reports for the 3,458 orders completed in the
30 days prior to December 2001. The Customer Wholesale Interconnection Network
Service (CWINS) Center representatives are being retrained on proper order setup,
testing and cutover procedures. BellSouth expects this training to have a continuing
postive impact on its performance for CLECs. Of the 158 trouble reports for
November, 73 (46%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Of the 150 trouble reports
for December, 71 (47%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Without these reports,
the result for this sub-metric would have met the retail andogue for November and

December 2001. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for January 2002.
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% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/ Switch

Based Orders (B.2.19.3.1.3) (December)

This sub-metric isafurther disaggregation of Item B.2.19.3.1.2. There were no
troubles reported for 95% of al orders completed for both the CLECs and BellSouth
retail in the 30 days prior to December 2001. Of the 96 trouble reports for December,
47 (49%) were closed as*no trouble found.”  Without these reports, the result for this
sub-metric would have met the retail andogue for December. BellSouth met the

retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/

Dispaich-In (B.2.19.3.1.4) (November/January)

Thissub-metric is afurther disaggregation of Item B.2.19.3.1.2. Therewereno
troubles reported for 95% or more of dl orders for both the CLECs and BellSouth
retal for orders completed in the 30 days prior to both November 2001 and January
2002. There were 71 trouble reports for the 1,876 orders completed in the 30 days
prior to November 2001. Of the 71 trouble reports for November, 33 (46%) were
closed as“no troublefound.” There were 63 trouble reports for the 1,666 orders
completed in the 30 days prior to January 2002. Of the 63 trouble reports for January,
27 (43%) were closed as “no trouble found.” Without these reports, the result for this
sub-metric would have met the retail analogue for November 2001 and January 2002.

BdlSouth met the retail andogue for this sub-metric in December 2001.
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% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Other Design / < 10 Circuits/ Dispatch

(B.2.19.14.1.1) (December)

There were only six ordersfor this sub-metric in December 2001. The smdl universe
of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a Satigticaly conclusive comparison to
the retail andogue. BdlSouth met the retail anaogue comparison for this sub-metric

in November 2001 and January 2002.

% Provisioning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Other Non-Design/ < 10 Circuits/ Digpatch

(B.2.19.15.1.1) (December)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in December 2001. The smdll
universe of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide agatisticaly conclusve
comparison to the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retall andogue comparison for
this sub-metric in November 2001. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric

in January 2002.

Average Completion Notice Interva / Combo (Loop & Port) / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch In (B.2.21.3.1.4) (November)

The root cause analysis of this measure indicated that the only differences between

the performance between BellSouth retail and CLECSs are the mismatches found when
the orders are compared with the origind LSRs. The start of the completion interva
isthe point a which the technician completes the order, and the interval ends when

the completion notice is sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc., occurring

47



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Exhibit AJV-3
Tennessee Performance Measurements
April 26, 2002

during the provisoning process will generate inconsistencies with the origina LSRs

that must be resolved before afind completion notice can be sent. Any timeto

resolve these inconsstencies with the origina LSRsisincluded in the average.

Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, mismatches on CLEC orders
exceed those for BellSouth retail orders. Combining this with the smaler base for the
CLECS measurement raises the average, which sometimes resultsin amiss. Specific
Service Representatives within the Work Management Centers have been assigned to
resolve any completion issues that are required. Providing specific training and
dedicating personnd to this task should reduce the difference between the CLEC and
retail analogue results. BellSouth met the retail andogue comparison for this sub-

metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

Sarvice Order Accuracy / Loops Non-Design / < 10 Circuits/ Non-Dispatch

(B.2.34.2.1.2) (November)

BdlSouth met the standard for 284 of the 300 orders reviewed for this sub-mericin
November 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 285 of the 300 orders
reviewed for this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metricin

December 2001 and January 2002.

Service Order Accuracy / Loops Non-Design / >= 10 Circuits/ Non-Dispatch

(B.2.34.2.2.2) (November)
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BdlSouth met the standard criteriafor 49 of the 58 orders reviewed for this sub-
metric in November 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 56 of the 58
orders reviewed, based on the number of orders for the sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

UNE Maintenance and Repair (M & R) M easures

BellSouth met the applicable performance standard for 98%, 95% and 95% of the
overdl UNE M&R measurements in November and December 2001 and January
2002, respectively. The sub-metricsthat did not meet the fixed critica vaue for this

checklist item in November, December 2001 and/or December 2001 are as follows:

% Missed Repair Appointments/ Combo (Loop & Port) / Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.3.2)

December
BdlSouth met 344 of the 354 repair gppointments scheduled for this sub-metricin
December 2001. No distinct patterns or systemic maintenance issues were identified
for any of the ten December misses. BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison

for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

% Missed Repair Appointments/ Combo Other / Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.4.2)

(November)
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There were only three repair gppointments scheduled for this sub-metric in November
2001. Thesmdl universe of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a satigtically
conclusive comparison to the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue

comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

% Missed Repair Appointments/ Other Non-Design/ Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.11.2)

December
BdlSouth met 10 of the 12 repair appointments scheduled for this sub-metricin
December 2001. No patterns or systemic maintenance issues were identified for the
two missed gppointments. Bell South met the retail andogue comparison for this sub-

metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days / Combo Other / Non-Dispaich (B.3.4.4.2)

(December/January)

There were only three orders for this sub-metric in December 2001 and only one
order in January 2002. The small universe of orders for this sub-metric does not
dlow adaidicaly conclusve comparison to the retall analogue. BellSouth met the

retall andogue for this sub-metric in November 2001.

Other UNE M easur es

Pre-Ordering
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Service Inquiry for xDSL loops (F.3.1.1), Loop Makeup Manua (F.2.1) and Loop
Makeup Electronic (F.2.2) are included in the Pre-Ordering measurements. Al
measures met the established benchmarks for November and December 2001 and

January 2002.

Operations Support Systems

The OSSPreordering measures for  which BdlSouth did not meet the

benchmark/retail analogue in November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 were:

Average Response Interval / COFFIl / RNS/ Region (D.1.3.6.1) (November)

Average Response Interval / COFFI / ROS / Region (D.1.3.6.2) (November)

The CLECsreceived dightly longer response times from this system in November
2001 than for the retail anaogue standard (6+ seconds average for CLECS compared
to 4+ to 5+ seconds for BellSouth). One November transaction was reported as
having a duration of gpproximately three days, while the average for dl the rest of the
transactions was less than one second. BellSouth isinvestigating the cause of the
reported long duration transaction. BellSouth met the retail ana ogue comparison for

these sub-metricsin December 2001 and January 2002.

Average Response Interval / CRIS/ Region (D.2.4.1.1/D.2.4.1)

(November/December/January)
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The average response interval for this sub-metric is messured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. The average response
interval for the CLEC requests did not meet the retall analogue intervals for the less
than 4- second disaggregation but exceeded both the less than 10 and greater than 10
seconds responses.  For the 4-second interva, there was only approximately 1%
difference between the CLEC responses as compared with the retall anadogue indl
three months. Both the CLECs and the retail analogue received approximately 99%
or more reponses within the less than 10 second interva. Similarly, for the greater
than 10 seconds interva measure, the CLECs and the BellSouth retail analogue
received approximately 1% or less of responsesin over 10 seconds. These very smdll
differences in response intervas indicate equivaent service levels for the CLECs and

BdlSouth retall.

Average Response Interval / DLR / Region (D.2.4.3) (January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. The average response
interva for the CLEC requests did not meet the retail andogue intervas for the less
than 4- second disaggregation but exceeded the retail ana ogue response performance
for both the less than 10 and greater than 10 seconds responses. For the 4-second

interva, there was only gpproximately 1.5% difference between the CLEC responses
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as compared with the retail andlogue. The very smdl difference in the 4-second
response measure indicates virtudly equivaent service levels for the CLECs and
BdlSouth retail. BelSouth met the retail analogue comparison in November and

December 2001.

Average Response Interval / LMOS/ Region (D.2.4.4.1/D.2.4.4, D.2.4.4.2/D.2.5.4,

D.2.4.4.3/D.2.6.4) (November/December)

The average response intervals for these sub-metrics are measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. For al three
measurements, the results were virtudly identica in December, with al the measures
being less than 1% apart. In November, the difference in the less than 4-second
interval responses was less than 2%, while the differences in the less than 10-second
and greater than 10-second interva responses were lessthan 0.5%. These results
indicate virtualy equivaent service levelsfor both the CLECs and BellSouth retail.
BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for al three sub-metricsin January

2002.

Average Response Interva / LMOSupd / Region (D.2.4.5.1/D.2.4.5,

D.2.4.5.2/D.2.5.5, D.2.4.5.3/D.2.6.5) (November/December/January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three separate

disaggregations. The percentage of queries that are responded to in less than 4
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seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. For each of the three sub-
metrics, there was less than a 5% difference in the responses received by the CLECs
and BellSouth retail in each month.  Differences of about 5%, or less, for dl of these
intervals indicate virtualy equivalent service levels for both the CLECs and

BdlSouth retail.

Average Response Interval / LNP/ Region (D.2.4.6.1/D.2.4.6)

(November/December/January)

Average Response Interval / LNP/ Region (D.2.4.6.2/D.2.5.6, D.2.4.6.3/D.2.6.6)

(November)

The average response interva for this measurement is measured in three separate

disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. In both December 2001
and January 2002, the average response interva for the CLEC requests did not meet
the retail andogue intervas for the less than 4-second disaggregation but exceeded
both the less than 10 and greater than 10 seconds responses. In December and
January, both the CLECs and BellSouth retall received over 99.1% of responsesin
less than 4 seconds and less than 0.2% in more than 10 seconds. The less than one
percent difference for these intervas indicates virtualy equivaent service levelsfor

the CLECs and BdlSouth retall.
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Average Response Interval / MARCH / Region (D.2.4.7.1/D.2.4.7, D.2.4.7.2/|D.2.5.7,

D.2.4.7.3/D.2.6.7) (November/December)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in lessthan 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. Bell South missed the
retail andogue comparison for this measure in November and December but met the

retail anal ogue comparison for these sub-metrics in January 2002.

Average Response Interval / OSPCM / Region (D.2.4.8.1/D.2.4.8)

(December/January)

Average Response Interval / OSPCM / Region (D.2.4.8.2/D.2.5.8, D.2.4.8.3/D.2.6.8)

December
The average response interval for these sub-metrics is measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. For the 4-second response
mesasure, the CLEC response interval was 63.38% as compared to 76.69% for the
retal andogue in December 2001 and 13.92% for CLECs as compared to 26.31% for
the retail andogue in January 2002. For the less than 10 second response interva, the
CLECsreceived 92.96% of their responses and the retail analogue received 98.29%
in December. For the greater than 10 second response interva, the CLECs received
7.04% of their responses and the retail analogue received 1.71% in December. There

were only 71 and 79 inquiries to this system in December 2001 and January 2002,
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respectively. BellSouth met the retail anaogue comparison for dl three of these sub-

metrics in November 2001.

Average Response Interval / SOCS/ Region (D.2.4.10.1/D.2.4.10,

D.2.4.10.2/D.2.5.10, D.2.4.10.3/D.2.6.10) (December)

The average response interva for these sub-metrics is measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queriesthat are responded to in less than 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. In December 2001, the
CLEC response interva was 98.70% within 4 seconds as compared to 99.75% for the
retail analogue. For the less than 10 second response interval, the CLECs received
98.87% of their responses and the retail analogue received 99.91% in December. For
the greater than 10 second response interva, the CLECs received 1.13% of their
responses and the retail analogue received 0.09% in December. The difference
between Bl South retail results and CLEC results was only about 1% for each time
period. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for dl three of these sub-

metricsin November 2001 and January 2002.

Average Response Interval / NIW / Region (D.2.4.11) (January)

The average response interval for this sub-metric is measured in three separate
disaggregations -- the percentage of queries that are responded to in lessthan 4
seconds, less than 10 seconds and greater than 10 seconds. In January, the average

response interva for the CLEC requests did not meet the retail analogue intervals for
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the less than 4- second disaggregation but exceeded both the less than 10 and greater
than 10 seconds responses. The CLEC response interva was 85.67% within 4
seconds in January, as compared with 87.02% for the retall andlogue. The small
difference between the CLEC and retail anadogue results should not impede the
CLECs ability to compete inthisarea. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison

for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

General —Billing

Usage Data Ddlivery Timdiness (F.9.2) (November/December)

This measure tracks the percentage of usage data ddlivered within six calendar days
for both BellSouth retail and the CLEC aggregate. The CLECs experienced usage
data ddivery timeliness rates that were dightly lower than the rates for BellSouth
customers during November and December 2001 (for November, 98.89% for
BdlSouth compared to 98.37% for CLECs, and for December, 99.24% for Bell South
compared to 98.90% for CLECs). The difference in performance for November was
the result of some input files being left out of the ADUF job before the files were
recovered and processed. The difference in performance for December was the result
of usage processing delays caused by system problems that occurred during the initid
converson of usage records to the format used with BellSouth’s Integrated Billing
Solution (IBS) project. Manua processes were temporarily put into place during the

conversion to ensure that al usage data was correctly converted, processed and
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verified. This problem should not re-occur Snce theinitia usage conversionsfor dl
BelSouth states have now been completed. It isimportant to point out that the
CLEC result of 98+% dtill provides the CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.

BdlSouth met the retal anal ogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Usage Data Ddlivery Completeness (F.9.3) (November/December)

This measure tracks the percentage of usage data ddlivered within thirty caendar days
for both BellSouth retail and the CLEC aggregate. The CLECs experienced usage
data ddlivery timeliness rates that were dightly lower than the rates for BellSouth
customers during November and December 2001 (for November, 99.85% for
BellSouth compared to 99.54% for CLECs, and for December, 99.80% for BellSouth
compared to 99.70% for CLECs). The difference in performance for November was
the result of some input files being left out of the ADUF job before the files were
recovered and processed. The difference in performance for December was the result
of usage processing delays caused by systemn problems that occurred during the initia
converson of usage records to the format used with BellSouth’ s Integrated Billing
Solution (IBS) project. Manua processes were temporarily put into place during the
conversion to ensure that al usage data was correctly converted, processed and
verified. Thisproblem should not re-occur Snce the initia usage conversonsfor dl
BdlSouth states have now been completed. It isimportant to point out that the CLEC
result of 99+% still provides the CLECs a meaningful opportunity to compete.

BdlSouth met the retall analogue comparison for this sub-metric in January 2002.
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Non-Recurring Charge Completeness— Resale (F.9.6.1) (January)

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin billing a
CLEC non-recurring charges for resdle services on the next invoice after an order has
“completed”. The CLECs experienced resae non-recurring charge completeness
rates that were |ess than the rates for BellSouth retail customers during January 2002
(93.17% for BdllSouth versus 82.18% for the CLECs). The differencein
performance was the result of back-billed OSS charges applied to CLEC accounts.
These OSS charges are due to BdlSouth for handling L SRs that were cancelled by
CLEC customers. In the past, BellSouth’s systems have not been equipped to apply
these cancellation charges. During 2002, BdllSouth plans to complete an initiative to
bill these OSS charges on a current basisfor cancelled LSRs. BellSouth met the retall

and ogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

Non-Recurring Charge Completeness— UNE (F.9.6.2) (December)

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin billing a
CLEC nonrecurring charges for UNE services on the next invoice after an order has
“completed”. For UNE orders, the god isto meet a benchmark of 90%. In
December 2001, the result was 69.63%. This metric was missed because of
backdated E911 surcharges billed to one UNE CLEC. CLEC contracts have been
written to eliminate the need for this type of back-hilling in the future. BellSouth met

the benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.
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Non-Recurring Charge Completeness — Interconnection (F.9.6.3) (January)

This measure tracks the ability of the ordering and billing systems to begin billing a
CLEC nonrecurring charges for locad interconnection services on the next invoice

after an order has “completed”’. For local interconnection orders, the god isto meet a
benchmark of 90%. In January 2002, the result was 77.89%. The benchmark was not
met in January because of back-billed OSS charges applied to CLEC accounts. These
OSS charges are due to BellSouth for handling L SRs that were cancelled by CLEC
customers. In the past, BellSouth’ s systems have not been equipped to apply these
cancellaion charges. During 2002, Bell South plans to complete an initiative to hill

these OSS charges on a current basis for cancelled LSRs.

General - Change M anagement

% Software Release Notices Sent On Time (F.10.1) (January)

BdlSouth met the specified benchmark intervals for one of the two software releases
issued in January 2002. BelSouth met the benchmark intervals for dl rdeasesin

November 2001. There were no rdeases for these sub-metrics in December 2001.

% Change Management Documentation Sent On Time (F.10.3)

(November/Decembaer)

Average Documentation Release Delay Days (F.10.5) (November/December)
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There was only one Change Management Documentation notice issued in November
and four noticesissued in December 2001. The notice for November and two of the
notices for December did not meet the sandard notice interva. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for these sub-metrics in January 2002.

General — Ordering

% Acknowledgement Message Completeness/ TAG (F.12.2.2) (December/January)

BdlSouth faled to ddiver 1 (0.0003%) of the 302,925 messages in December 2001
and 1 (0.0003%) of the 379,170 messages in January 2002 for this sub-metric. Sucha
small number of failed records have not reveded any systemic process problems.

BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November 2001.

D. CHECKLIST ITEM 4—UNBUNDLED LOCAL LOOPS

As discussed in Checklist Item 2, Sections B.2 and B.3 provide data for provisoning

and maintenance & repair measures for unbundled loca loops.

For purposes of discussion in this checklist item, the loca loop sub-metrics have been

separated into two mode- of-entry groups, XDSL and SL1/SL2/Digitd. ThexDSL

group includesxDSL (ADSL, HDSL, UCL), ISDN and Line Sharing sub-metrics.
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The SL1/SL2/Digitd group includes the design and non-design 2-wire analog loops,

aswell asthe 2-wire and 4-wire digitd loop sub-metrics.

xDSL Group

Provisioning M easur es

The xDSL group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed critical value comparison

requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as follows:

Order Completion Interva / Line Sharing/ < 6 Circuits / Non-Dispatch (B.2.1.7.3.2) /

December
There were atotd of 47 orders completed for the CLECs with an average interval of
4.26 days compared with 3.74 days for the retall andogue. An andysis of the CLEC
raw data for the 47 orders indicated that 37 orders had extended intervals and should
have been “L coded”, excluding them from this measure. BelSouth isretraining dl
employees on the proper application of L-coding for extended interva requests.
BdlSouth met the retal ana ogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

% Provisioning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ UNE ISDN / < 10 Circuits/ Dispatch

(B.2.19.6.1.1) (January)
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There were 6 trouble reports for the 54 orders that completed in the 30 days prior to
January 2002. No systemic ingtallation process problems were reveded for any of the
gx trouble reports. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric

in November and December 2001.

% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits/ Dispatch

(B.2.19.7.1.1) (November/December)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in November and December 2001. The
amal universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide agtdidticaly conclusve
comparison to the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for

this sub-metric in January 2002.

% Provisoning Troublesw/i 30 Days/ Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits/ Non-Dispatch

(B.2.19.7.1.2) (December)

Troubles were reported on 2 of the 7 orders for this sub-metric that completed in the
30 days prior to December 2001. No patterns or systemic ingtalation problems were
identified for ether of the two trouble reportsin December. BdlSouth met the retall

and ogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

Average Completion Notice Interval / Line Sharing / < 10 Circuits /Non-Dispatch

(B.2.21.7.1.2) (December)
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Theroot cause analyss of this measure indicated that the only differences between
the performance comparing BdllSouth retail and CLECs are the mismatches found
when the orders are compared with the original LSRs. The start of the completion
interval isthe point a which the technician completes the order, and the interva ends
when the completion notice is sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc.,
occurring during the provisioning process will generate incons stencies with the
origind LSRsthat must be resolved before afind completion notice can be sent.
Any time to resolve these inconsstencies with the origind LSRsisincluded in the
average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, mismatches on
CLEC orders exceed those for BdllSouth retail orders. Combining this with the
gmaler base for the CLECS messurement raises the average, which sometimes
resultsin amiss. Specific Service Representatives within the Work Management
Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion issues that are required.
Providing specific training and dedicating personnd to this task should reduce the
difference between the CLEC and retail andogue results. Bell South met the retall

andogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

2. Maintenance & Repair M easures

The xDSL group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed criticd vaue comparison

requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as follows:

Missed Repair Appointments/ Line Sharing / Non-Dispatch (B.3.1.7.2) (January)
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BdllSouth missed 3 repair gppointments for scheduled for this sub-metric in January
2002. None of these gppointments misses revealed any patterns or systemic
mai ntenance process issues. BellSouth met the retail anal ogue comparison for this

aub-metric in November and December 2001.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Line Sharing / Non-Dispatch (B.3.2.7.2)

(November/December/January)

There were 23 troubles reported for the 437 linesin service for this sub-metricin
November, 28 trouble reports for the 543 lines in service in December 2001 and 27
reports for the 587 linesin service in January 2002. In dl three months, over 80% of
the trouble reports for this sub-metric were issued by the same CLEC, and most of
these reports were closed as * no trouble found.” Without these reports, BellSouth
would have met the retail andogue comparison in each of the three months. The
CWINS center isworking with the CLEC to assure proper trouble isolation and

review of cooperative test procedures.

Maintenance Average Duration / UNE I1SDN / Non-Dispatch (B.3.3.6.2) (January)

There were 10 troubles reported for this sub-metric in January 2002. The average
duration metric was missed due to one specific order. That order could not be
completed due to asystem failure in acentra office. The average duration for the

remaining 9 repair orders was 4.33 hours, virtualy the same asfor the retail analogue.
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BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

Maintenance Average Duration / UNE ISDN / Non-Dispatch (B.3.3.6.2) (January)

There were 27 troubles reported for this sub-metric in January 2002. The average
duration metric was missed due to three specific orders accounting for 276 of the 356
total hours for the sub-metric. The longest duration order (114) hours was held up
waiting for atest technician from the CLEC. The other two orders were miss-
assigned by BellSouth and were held over aweekend. The average duration for the
remaining 24 repair orders was 3.33 hours, less than for the retail andogue.

BdllSouth met the retail anal ogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

SL1/SL 2/Digital L oop Group

Provisioning M easur es

The SL1/S.2/Digitd Loop group sub-metricsthat did not meet the fixed critica
va ue comparison requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002

are asfollows:

Order Completion Interva / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch (B.2.1.12.1.1) (November)
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Of the 74 total ordersfor this sub-metric in November 2001, 24 of the orders had
extended intervals for customer reasons. These orders accounted for 201 of the 437
tota hoursfor this measure and should have been given an “L-Code’ and excluded
from the measurement. Excluding these orders, the average CLEC OCI for this sub-
metric would have been within 0.5 days of the average OCI for the retail analogue for
the month. BellSouth met the retail anal ogue comparison for this sub-metricin

December 2001 and January 2002.

Order Completion Interval / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Non-Design / < 10 Circuts/

Dispatch In (B.2.1.13.1.4) (January)

There was only one order for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smdl universe for
this sub-metric does not provide a datistically conclusive comparison to the retail
andogue. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either November or

December 2001.

% Jeopardies/ 2w Analog Loop Design (B.2.5.8) (November/December/January)

There were atota of 5 jeopardiesissued for the 79 dectronic orders scheduled in
November, 3 jeopardies issued for the 67 orders scheduled in December 2001 and 7
jeopardies issued for the 113 eectronic orders scheduled for January 2002. While the
data indicates that Bell South placed a higher percentage of CLEC orders in jeopardy

gtatus, only 3 of the committed dates to the customers were missed for dl three
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months. All months met or exceeded the retail analogue comparison for the %

Missed Ingtdlation Appointments sub-metric.

% Jeopardies / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design (B.2.5.12) (November/January)

There were atotal of 4 jeopardiesissued for the 107 eectronic orders scheduled for
this sub-metric in November 2001 and 1 jeopardy issued for the 56 orders scheduled
for January 2002. While the data indicates that BellSouth placed a higher percentage
of CLEC ordersin jeopardy status, dl of the committed dates to the customers were
met. BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December

2001.

% Jeopardies/ Digita Loop >= DS1 (B.2.5.19) (November/December/January)

There were atota of 36 jeopardies for the 72 eectronic orders scheduled in
November, 44 jeopardies issued for the 71 eectronic orders scheduled in December
2001 and 28 jeopardies issued for the 46 electronic orders scheduled for January
2002. All the 36 jeopardy ordersin November 2001 and all 28 jeopardy ordersin
January 2002 met the customer committed due dates. Of the 44 jeopardy ordersin
December 2001 al but 16 were completed as scheduled. All 16 of these orders were

completed in less than 30 days after the due date for December 2001.

Missed |ngtdlation Appointments/ Digital Loop >= DS1 /< 10 Circuits/ Dispatch

(B.2.18.19.1.1) (November/December/January)
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BdlSouth met 175 of the 183 gppointments scheduled for November, 183 of the 199
appointments for December 2001 and met 166 of the 173 appointments scheduled for
January 2002. None of the 8 missed gppointments for November, the 16 missed

gopointments in December 2001, or the 7 missed gppointments in January 2002

revealed any digtinct patterns or systemic ingtalation process issues.

% Provisioning Troubles w/i 30 Days/ Digita Loop >= DS1 / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch (B.2.19.19.1.1) (November/December/January)

There were 5 trouble reports for the 162 orders completed in the 30 days prior to
November, 12 reports for the 183 orders completed in the 30 days prior to December
2001 and 11 trouble reports for the 199 orders completed in the 30 days prior to
January 2002. Andysis of these reports reveded no distinct patterns or systemic

ingtalation process problems.

Average Completion Natice Interva / 2w Andog Loop Design / < 10 Circuits/

Dispatch (B.2.21.8.1.1) (November)

Average Completion Notice Interva / 2w Analog Loop w/LNP Design / < 10 Circuits

/ Dispatch (B.2.21.12.1.1) (November)

The root cause andysis of these measures indicated that the only differences between
the performance comparing BellSouth retail and CLECs are the mismatches found
when the orders are compared with the original LSRs. The start of the completion

interva isthe point a which the technician completes the order, and the interval ends
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when the completion notice is sent. Any change to a name, number of items, etc.,
occurring during the provisioning process will generate inconsstencies with the
originad LSRsthat must be resolved before afind completion notice can be sent.
Any time to resolve these inconsstencies with the origind LSRsisincluded in the
average. Because of numerous CLEC changes and order updates, mismatches on
CLEC orders exceed those for BdllSouth retail orders. Combining thiswith the
smdler base for the CLECS measurement raises the average, which sometimes
resultsin amiss. Specific Service Representatives within the Work Management
Centers have been assigned to resolve any completion issues that are required.
Providing specific training and dedicating personnel to this task should reduce the

difference between the CLEC and retail analogue results.

Maintenance & Repair M easur es

The SL1/SL2/Digitd group sub-metrics that did not meet the fixed criticd value
comparison requirements for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 are as

follows

% Missed Repair Appointments/ 2w Analog Loop Non-Design / Non-Dispatch

(B.3.1.9.2) (December)

There were only two trouble reportsin this sub-metric for December 2001. The smdl

universe for this measurement does not provide a datistically conclusive comparison
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with the retall andogue. BelSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-

metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

E. CHECKLIST ITEM 5—UNBUNDLED LOCAL TRANSPORT

The data in these measures indicate that Bell South met the benchmark/ana ogue
requirements for all measurementsin Checklist Item 5 for December2001 and
January 2002. The sub-metric that did not meet the retail analogue comparison for

November 2001 was:

% Provisoning Troubles Within 30 Days/ Locd Interoffice Trangport < 10 Circuitd

Dispatch (B.2.19.2.1.1) (November)

There were only two trouble reports for this sub-metric in November 2001. The
small universe for this measurement does not provide agatigticaly conclusve
comparison with theretall andogue.  BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison

for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

F. CHECKLIST ITEM 6 -—UNBUNDLED LOCAL SWITCHING

The data in these measures indicate that BdlSouth met the benchmark/anaogue

requirements for al measurements in Checklist Item 6 for November and December

2001 and January 2002.
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G. CHECKLIST ITEM 7a—911 AND E911 SERVICES

H. CHECKLIST ITEM 7b —DIRECTORY ASSISTANCE/OPERATOR

SERVICES

Asindicated in Sections F.6, F.7 and F.8 of the MSS, BdllSouth met the
benchmark/ana ogue requirements of Checklist Items 7aand 7b in November and
December 2001 and January 2002. Even though BellSouth tracks and reports these
measures, the processes used in providing these services are designed to provide

parity for al users,

. CHECKLIST ITEM 10-ACCESSTO DATABASESAND ASSOCIATED

SIGNALING
Bd|South met dl four of the four sub-metrics associated with this checklist itemin
November and December 2001 and January 2002. See Items F.13.1.1 through F.13.3

for further detalls.

J. CHECKLIST ITEM 11 —NUMBER PORTABILITY

All the messurements in this Checklist Item were met or exceeded for November,

December 2001 and/or January 2002 except for the following:

Order Completion Interval / LNP (Standalone) / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(B.2.1.17.2.2) (December)
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There was only one order completed for this sub-metric in December 2001. The
amd| universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a Satisticaly conclusve
comparison to the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retail analogue comparison for

this sub-metric in November 2001. There was no CLEC activity in January 2002.

Disconnect Timainess/ LNP/ < 10 Circuits (B.2.31)

The Disconnect Timeliness measure is supposed to track the time it takes to
disconnect a number in the centra office switch after the message has been received
from the Loca Number Portability (LNP) Gateway that it isready. However, this

measurement does not track the relevant time to perform this function.

On agreat mgority of LNP orders, BellSouth createswhat is referred to asa“trigger”
in conjunction with the order. Thistrigger gives the end user cusomer the gbility to
make and receive cdls from other cusomers who are served by the customer’ s host
switch at the time of the LNP activation. Thisability is not dependent upon

BdllSouth working a disconnect order in the centrd office switch. In other words,
when atrigger isinvolved, an end user customer can receive cdls from other

customers served by the same host switch before the disconnect order is ever worked.

Asit currently exigts, Performance Measure P- 13 does not recognize the importance

of triggers and their effect on the LNP process. Rather, the current measure

caculates the end time of the LNP activity as the processing of the actud disconnect
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order in the host switch, even though, from a customer’s perspective, this activity is

totally meaningless on most LNP orders. It isthe activation of the LNP and the

routing function accomplished by the LSVIS that ultimately determines whether the

end user isback in full service and is able to make and receive callswhen atrigger is

used in porting a telephone number. So, while BellSouth may be missing this

measure, the actua impact on CLECs and their end users, for agreat mgjority of the

ordersisminimd, or nonexigent. The Georgia PSC is currently evauating a change

in this measure that more accurately reflects the LNP process and its impacts on end

usars, and, therefore, the measurements will be shown blank until aresolution is

reached on thisissue.

The Tennessee results for November 2001 through January 2002 for the existing

disconnect timdiness measure dong with the % Trigger Orders prior to the due date

and % Out of Sarvice less than 60 minutes are as follows:

Name of Measure Nov Results Dec Results Jan Results
LNP Disconnect Timeliness 6.37%<=15min | 1831%<=15min | 33.68%<=15min
% LNP Trigger Prior to Due Date 98.47% 98.99% 99.30%
% Out of Service < 60 Minutes 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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K. CHECKLIST ITEM 14—RESALE

BellSouth has met or exceeded the benchmarks/ana ogues for 88%, 89% and 84% of
the tota Resde metrics for the months of November and December 2001 and January
2002, respectively. The details are delineated in Items A.1.1.1 through A.4.2 of the

MSS.

During the three-month period, November 2001 through January 2002, there were
152 Resale sub-metrics that had data for dl three months and were compared to
benchmarks or retail analogues. Of those 152 sub-metrics, 139 (91%) of the sub-

metrics met the rdevant criteriafor at least two of the three months.

Resale Ordering M easur es

Reject Interval

The benchmark for eectronic rgectsis 97% within 1 hour.  In November 2001,
there were 1,624 regjected Resale L SRs with 95% mesting the relevant benchmark
interval. Of the 1,624 rejected L SRs, 893 were processed eectronically with 94%
mesting the 1-hour benchmark interval. In December 2001, there were 1,491 rejected
Resde L SRs with 94% meeting the relevant benchmark interval. Of the 1,491

rgjected LSRs, 766 were processed dectronicaly with 96% mesting the 1-hour
benchmark interva. In January 2002, BellSouth returned 94% of the total 1,644

rgjected Resdle L SRswithin the relevant benchmark interval. Of the 1,644 rejected
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LSRs, 854 were fully dectronic, with 95% being returned within the 1-hour

benchmark period. Seeitems A.1.4 through A.1.8 of the MSSfor further detalls.

FOC Timdiness

In November 2001, BellSouth returned 99% of the 12,906 FOCs processed within the
relevant benchmark period. Of the 12,906 L SRs receiving FOCs, 11,134 were fully
electronic with 99.8% meeting the 3-hour benchmark interva. 1n December 2001,
BellSouth returned 98% of the 12,293 FOCs processed within the relevant benchmark
period. Of the 12,293 L SRs receiving FOCs, 10,448 were fully dectronic with 99.7%
meseting the 3-hour benchmark interva. In January 2002, BellSouth returned 99% of
the 14,102 total FOCs for Resdle L SRs within the relevart benchmark. Of the 14,102
L SRsreceiving FOCs, 12,078 were fully eectronic with 99.9% meeting the 3-hour

benchmark. See sections A.1.9 through A.1.13 of the MSS for further details.

The Resale Ordering sub-metrics for which Bell South did not meet the

benchmarks/anal ogues for November, December 2001 and/or January 2002 were:

Reiect Intervd / Resdence/ Electronic (A.1.4.1) (November/December/January)

Reect Intervd / Busness/ Electronic (A.1.4.2) (November/January)

The current benchmark for these sub-metricsis >= 97% within one hour. Bd|South's
root cause andysis determined that a number of LSRs that did not meet the one-hour

benchmark were submitted when back-end legacy systems were out of service and
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were unable to process the LSRs. Because such LSRs should be excluded from the
measurement, BellSouth implemented a coding change in PMAP to ensure that
scheduled OSS downtime was properly excluded. This change was made with
September 2001 data and was expected to improve sub-metric results for Reject

Interva performance.

The coding change assumed that EDI and TAG timestamps reflected Eastern Time.
However, the timestamps used by EDI and TAG actudly reflect Centrd time. Asa
result of this discrepancy, an hour is being added during PMAP timestamp
“synchronization,” which causes the results to inaccuratdly reflect the reject Interva
duration. A change to addressthisissue for EDI is scheduled for implementation
with February 2002 data, and BellSouth isin the process of scheduling asmilar
changefor TAG. BelSouth’sroot cause andyss has determined that, had the
scheduled OSS downtime exclusion been properly implemented, BdllSouth’ s Reject

Interval performance would generaly have met the Commission’s benchmark.

BellSouth’ s root cause andysis dso identified an additiond issue that impactsthe
electronic Rgect Interva sub-metrics. This hgppens when afully mechanized Firm
Order Confirmation (“FOC”) isfollowed by a manud Clarification, a scenario that
occurs when the Local Carrier Service Center (“LCSC”) must resolve specific types

of errors after the issuance of the FOC. Thisissue distorts the timdiness of
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BellSouth’ s dectronic regject notices, and BdlSouth is currently anadyzing this

Stuation to determine an appropriate solution.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / Design (Specials) /| TAG / Electronic

(A.1.14.3.2) (November)

There were only two LSRs for this sub-metric in November 2001. The smadl
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusve benchmark
comparison. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in ether December

2001 or January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness/ Residence / Manua (A.1.16.1) (December)

BellSouth met the benchmark criteria for 75 of the 87 responses for this sib-metricin
December 2001. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 83 of the 87 responses
based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric. BelSouth met the benchmark for

this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / Busness / Manua (A.1.16.2)

(November/January)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteria for 193 of the 219 responses returned in
November 2001 and for 174 of the 192 responses returned in January 2002. The 95%
benchmark set requirements of 209 of te 219 responses in November and 183 of the

192 responses returned in January, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric.
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BdlSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet

the benchmark. BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001.

FOC & Rgect Response Completeness / Design (Specids) / Manua (A.1.16.3)

(November/December)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteria for 36 of the 43 responses returned for this sub-
metric in November and for 23 of the 26 responses in December 2001. The 95%
benchmark set requirements of 41 of the 43 responses returned in November and 25
of the 26 responses in December, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric.

BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / PBX / Manud (A.1.16.4)

(December/January)

There were only four LSRs for this sub-metric in December 2001 and thirteen orders
in January 2002. The smdl universe of orders for this sub-metric des not provide a
conclusve benchmark comparison. With a universe of less than 20 LSRs for the
month and a 95% benchmark requirement, a problem with even one order causes a
miss for the entire sub-metric. BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

November 2001.

FOC & Regect Response Completeness/ Centrex / Manua (A.1.16.5) (January)
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There were only saven LSRs for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smdl universe
of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a conclusve benchmark comparison.
There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in either November or December

2001.

FOC & Reect Response Completeness / ISDN / Manuad (A.1.16.6)

(November/December)

BdlSouth met the benchmark criteria for 51 of the 67 responses returned for this sub-
metric in November and 35 of the 37 responses in December 2001. The 95%
benchmark set requirements of 64 of the 67 responses returned in November and 36
of the 37 responses in December, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric.

BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Resale Provisioning M easur es

For the months of November and December 2001 and January 2002, BellSouth met
or exceeded the benchmarks or retail anaogues for 93%, 92%, and 81% respectively,
of dl Resde provisoning measures. The details supporting the January 2002
percentage are delineated in Items A.2.1.1.1.1 through A.2.25.3.2.2 of Attachment

1H.

Order Completion Interval
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Asdiscussed in Checklist Item 4, the failure to properly “L” code appropriate orders
and the missed gppointments for customer reasons negatively impacts the OCI
measurements. All LSRs seeking extended intervas should receive an “L” code

gatus. Thiswould exclude these LSRs from the OCl measurement.

Thefollowing are the messures for which BdlSouth did not meet the retail analogue

in November, December 2001 and/or January 2002:

Order Completion Interval / PBX / < 10 Circuits/ Non-Dispatch (A.2.1.4.1.2)

December
There were only two ordersin December 2001 for this sub-metric. The smdl universe
for this measurement does not provide a gatigticaly conclusive comparison to the
retall anaogue. BellSouth met the retall analogue comparison for this sub-metricin

November 2001 and January 2002.

% Jeopardies / Residence/ (A.2.4.1) (January)

There were only 34 jeopardy notices issued for this sub-metric in January 2002 for
the 8,895 orders (0.38%) completed during the month. All of the facilities issues
causing the 34 jeopardy notices were resolved prior to the due dates, and the orders
were completed as scheduled.  BelSouth met the retall andogue comparison for this

aub-metric in November and December 2001.
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% Jeopardies/ Design (Specials) / (A.2.4.3) (January)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in January 2002. The samdl universe
of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a daticdly conclusve comparison to
the retall andogue. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metric in November
2001. BelSouth met the retall analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December

2001.

% Missed Ingdlation Appointments / ISDN / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.11.6.1.1)

(January)

There were only two orders for this sub-metric in January 2002. The smdl universe
of ordersfor this sub-metric does not provide a statically conclusive comparison to
theretall andogue. BdlSouth met the retail anadogue comparison for this sub-metric

in November and December 2001.

% Provisoning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Reddence / < 10 Circuits / Digpatch

(A.212.1.1.1) (January)

There were 42 troubles reported for the 352 orders completed for this sub-metric in
the30 days prior to January 2002. Of the 42 total troubles, 13 (31%) were closed as
“no trouble found.” With the excluson of these orders, the trouble report rate for
CLEC orders in this sub-metric would have been virtudly the same as for the retall
andogue.  BdlSouth met the retal andogue comparison for this sub-meric in

November and December 2001.
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% Provisoning Troubles w/i 30 Days / Reddence / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(A.2.12.1.1.2) (November/December/January)

There were 484 troubles reported in November for the 10,449 orders completed in the
prior 30 days, 389 troubles reported in December 2001 for the 8,426 orders
completed in the prior 30 days and 339 troubles reported in January 2002 for the
8,502 orders that completed in the prior 30 days. An andydis of the trouble reports
revedled that 111 (23%) of the November reports, 98 (25%) of the December reports
and 95 (28%) of the January reports were closed as “no trouble found.” There were

no digtinct patterns or systemic ingtalation issues evident in the other trouble reports.

% Provisoning Troubles w/i 30 days / PBX / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.12.4.1.1)

December
There was only one trouble report in this sub-metric for December 2001. The smdl
universe for this measurement does not provide a gatistically conclusive comparison
with the retail andogue. BellSouth met the retail andogue comparison for this sub-
metric in November 2001. There was no CLEC activity for this sub-metricin

January 2002.

% Provisoning Troubles w/i 30 days / ISDN / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(A.2.12.6.1.2) (January)
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There were only Sx trouble reportsin this sub-metric for January 2002. The small
universe for this measurement does not provide a satistically conclusive comparison
with the retall andogue. BelSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-

metric in November and December 2001.

Sarvice Order Accuracy / Resdence / < 10 Circuits / Dispaich (A.2.25.1.1.1)

(Jenuary)

BdlSouth met the standard criteria for 67 of the 74 orders reviewed for this sub-
metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set a requirement that 71 of the 74
orders meet the criteria  BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in

November and December 2001.

Savice Order Accuracy /| Resdence / >= 10 Circuits / Dispatch  (A.2.25.1.2.1)

(January)

BdlSouth met the standard criteriafor 10 of the 11 orders reviewed for this sub-

metric in January 2002. The 95% benchmark required that al 11 of the 11 orders
meet the criteria. BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

Service Order Accuracy / Business/ < 10 Circuits/ Dispatch (A.2.25.2.1.1) (January)

BdlSouth met the standard for 109 of the 125 orders reviewed for this sub-metricin

January 2002. The 95% benchmark set arequirement of 119 of the 125 orders, based
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on the quantity of ordersfor this sub-metric. BellSouth met the benchmark for this

aub-metric in November and December 2001.

Savice Order Accuracy / Business / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch (A.2.25.2.1.2)

(January)

BdlSouth met the sandard for 69 of the 74 orders reviewed for this sub-metricin

January 2002. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 71 of the 74 orders, based on
the quantity of ordersfor this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-

metric in November and December 2001.

Sarvice Order Accuracy / Busness / >= 10 Circuits / Dispaich (A.2.25.2.2.1)

(November/December/January)

BellSouth met the standard for 21 of the 23 orders reviewed for this sub-metricin
November, for 14 of the 17 ordersin December 2001 and for 11 of the 12 orders
reviewed in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set a requirement of 22 of the 23
ordersin November, dl 17 ordersin December and dl 12 ordersin January, based on
the quantity of orders for this sub-metric. BellSouth continues to focus on this

measurement in order to improve results to meet the benchmark.

Service Order Accuracy / Business / >= 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch (A.2.25.2.2.2)

(November/December/January)
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BellSouth met the standard for 29 of the 31 orders reviewed for this sub-metricin
November, for 22 of the 28 orders reviewed in December 2001 and for 17 of the 20
ordersreviewed in January 2002. The 95% benchmark set requirements of 30 of the
31 orders for November, for 27 of the 28 orders for December and for 19 of the 20
orders reviewed in January, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric.
BdlSouth continues to focus on this measurement in order to improve results to meet

the benchmark.

Sarvice Order Accuracy / Design (Specidls) / < 10 Circuits / Dispatch (A.2.25.3.1.1)

(November/December)

BellSouth met the standard for 45 of the 50 orders reviewed for this sub-metricin
November and 56 of the 63 orders reviewed in December 2001. The 95% benchmark
st requirements of 48 of the 50 orders for November and 60 of the 63 orders for
December, based on the quantity of orders for this sub-metric. BdlSouth met the

benchmark for this sub-metric in January 2002.

Savice Order Accuracy / Desgn (Specids) / < 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(A.2.25.3.1.2) (November)

BellSouth met the standard criteria for 52 of the 55 orders (94.55%) reviewed for this
sub-metric in November 2001. Norma rounding convention indicates that there is no

ggnificant difference between the CLEC result for November and the benchmark for
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this sub-metric.  BdlSouth met the benchmark for this sub-metric in December 2001

and January 2002.

Savice Order Accuracy / Dedgn (Specids) / >= 10 Circuits / Non-Dispatch

(A.2.25.3.2.2) (January)

There were only ten orders reviewed for this sub-metric in January 2002. The small
universe of orders reviewed for the sub-metric does not provide a conclusve
benchmark comparison. BelSouth met the benchmark comparison for this sub-

metric in November and December 2001.

Resale M aintenance and Repair (M & R) M easur es

BdlSouth met the rlevant retail andogues for 92% of dl the Resale Maintenance &
Repair measurementsin November, for 90% of the sub-metrics in December and for
85% of the sub-metricsin January 2002. The sub-metrics for which BellSouth did
not meet the retail analoguesin November, December 2001 and/or January 2002

were

% Missed Repair Appointments/ PBX / Non-Dispatch (A.3.1.4.2)

There were only two appointments scheduled for this sub-metric in December 2001.

Such asmdl universe does not provide asatisticaly valid comparison with the retail
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andogue. BelSouth met the retail andogue comparison for this sub-metric in and

November 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Residence / Dispatch (A.3.2.1.1)

(November/December/January)

Both BellSouth retail and the CLECs received 97% or more trouble free service for
al linesin this sub-metric in November and Decermber 2001 and January 2002.
There was gpproximately 1% difference each month between the retail analogue and
the CLECs report rates. In November and December 2001 and January 2002, 13%,
14% and 13%, respectively, of the total troubles reported were closed as *no trouble
found,” which means that the end-user customer experienced minimal trouble levels

for these reports.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Business/ Non-Dispatch (A.3.2.2.2) (November)

BellSouth provided over 99% trouble free service for both retail and the CLECs for
this sub-metric for the month of November 2001. Of the 67 troubles reported in
November, 52 (78%) were closed as “no trouble found,” which means that the end-
user customer experienced minimal trouble levels for these reports. One CLEC
issued 17 (25%) of thetotd trouble reports for the month in this sub-metric, with 15
of those 17 reports closed as “no trouble found.” When BellSouth provisions high
quality service coupled with very large universe Szes, it can cause an gpparent out of

equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, thereisvery little
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variation and the universe Szeis so large that the Z-test becomes overly sensitive to
any difference. In other words, the statistical test shows that the measurement does
not meet the fixed critica vaue when compared with the retall analogue, but
BdlSouth's actual performance for both CLECs and its own retail operationsisa a
vay highlevd —in this case, over 99%. From apractical point of view, the CLECS
ability to compete has not been hindered even though the Satistica results may
technicaly show that BdllSouth failed to meet the benchmark/analogue. BellSouth
met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January
2002. Without the “no trouble found” reports, Bell South would have met the retall

anaogue comparison for November.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Design (Specias) / Dispatch (A.3.2.3.1) (January)

Both BellSouth retail and the CLECs received over 98% trouble free service for all
linesin this sub-metric for January 2002. Seven of the eleven trouble reports (64%)
were closed as “no trouble found.” The remainder of the reports was due to various
facility problemswith no patterns or systemic maintenance issues identified.
BdlSouth met the retal anaogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and

December 2001.

Customer Trouble Report Rate/ PBX / Dispatch (A.3.2.4.1) (December)

There were only 6 trouble reports for the 783 in service lines for this sub-metricin

December 2001. BellSouth provided over 99% trouble free service for both retail and
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the CLECsfor this sub-metric for December. When BellSouth provisons high
quaity service coupled with very large universe Szes, it can cause an goparent out of
equity condition from a quantitative viewpoint. In these cases, thereisvery little
variation and the universe Szeis so large that the Z-test becomes overly sensitive to
any difference. In other words, the gtatistical test shows that the measurement does
not meet the fixed critica vaue when compared with the retall analogue, but
BedlSouth’s actud performance for both CLECs and its own retail operationsisat a
vey highlevd —in this cased over 99%. From apractica point of view, the CLECs
ability to compete has not been hindered even though the Satistical results may
technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/analogue. BellSouth

met the retail analogue for this sub-metric in November 2001 and January 2002.

Customer Trouble Report Rate / Centrex / Dispatch (A.3.2.5.1) (January)

There were only 7 trouble reports for the 240 lines in service for this sub-melric in
January 2002. BedlSouth provided over 97% trouble free service for both retal and
the CLECs for this sub-metric for the month of January. From a practicd point of
view, the CLECs ahility to compete has not been hindered even though the Statistica
results may technicdly show that BedlSouth faled to meet the benchmark/anaogue.
BdlSouth met the retal andogue for this sub-metric in November and December

2001.
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Customer Trouble Report Rate / Centrex / Non-Dispatch (A.3.2.5.2)

(November/January)

There were only 3 trouble reports for the 280 in service lines for this sub-metricin
November 2001 and 4 trouble reports for the 240 linesin service in January 2002.
BellSouth provided over 98.5% trouble free service for both retail and the CLECs for
this sub-metric for the months of November and January. From apractica point of
view, the CLECs ahility to compete has not been hindered even though the statistical
results may technically show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/ana ogue.

BdlSouth met the retail andlogue for this sub-metric in December 2001.

Customer Trouble Report Rate/ ISDN / Dispatch (A.3.2.6.1) (January)

There were only 8 trouble reports for the 1,274 in service lines for this sub-metricin
January 2002. Four of the eight trouble reports were closed as *no trouble found.”
BellSouth provided over 99% trouble free service for both retail and the CLECs for
this sub-metric in January. From apractica point of view, the CLECs &hility to
compete has not been hindered even though the Statistical results may technicaly
show that BellSouth failed to meet the benchmark/andogue. BellSouth met the retall

andogue for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

Maintenance Average Duration / PBX / Non-Dispatch (A.3.3.4.2) (December)

There were only two reports for this sub-metric in December 2001. Such asmall

universe does not provide a atidicdly vaid comparison with the retall andogue.
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BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days/ Business/ Digpatch (A.3.4.2.1) (November)

There were 23 repeat reports for the 100 total trouble reports for this sub-metricin
November 2001. Of the 23 total repeat reports, 9 reports (39%) were closed as “no
trouble found.” Excluding the NTF reports, The CLEC result would have been below
the result for the retall andogue for the month. BellSouth met the retail andogue

comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001 and January 2002.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days/ Business/ Non-Digpatch (A.3.4.2.2) (January)

There were 13 repest reports for the 48 tota trouble reports for this sub-metricin
January 2002. Of the 13 total repest reports, 10 reports (77%) were closed as“no
trouble found.” Excluding the NTF reports, the CLEC result would have been below
the result for the retall analogue for the month. BellSouth met the retail andogue

comparison for this sub-metric in November and December 2001.

% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days/ PBX / Dispatch (A.3.4.4.1) (January)

There was only one trouble report for this sub-metric in January 2002. The small
universe of orders for this sub-metric does not provide a gatitically conclusve
comparison to the retall andogue. BdllSouth met the retail anal ogue comparison for

this sub-metric in November and December 2001.
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% Repeat Troubles within 30 Days/ Centrex / Dispatch (A.3.4.5.1)

(November/January)

There were only three trouble reports for this sub-metric in November 2001 and
seven trouble reports in January 2002. The smdl universe for this sub-metric does
not provide a gatistically conclusive comparison to the retail andogue. BdlSouth

met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in December 2001.

% Out of Service > 24 hours/ Residence/ Dispatch (A.3.5.1.1) (December)

BdlSouth did not meet the retail analogue comparison in December with 59.22% of
the CLEC orders over 24 hours compared with 54.99%. The Work Management
Center has refocused its attention on the loading of troubles for the CLECs.
BdlSouth met the retail analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

% Out of Service > 24 hours/ PBX / Non-Dispatch (A.3.5.4.2) (December)

There were only two reports for this sub-metric in December 2001. Such asmdl
universe does not provide a gatigticaly valid comparison with the retail anaogue.
BdlSouth met the retail anadogue comparison for this sub-metric in November 2001

and January 2002.

Resale — Billing
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Invoice Accuracy — Resdle (A.4.1) (January)

The CLECs experienced resde invoice accuracy rates that were less than the rates for
the invoices BdlSouth sent to its retail customers during January 2002 (99.08%
accuracy for BellSouth versus 98.55% for the CLEC invoices). The differencein
performance was the result of Other Charges and Credits (OC& Cs) that were issued
in January to recover E911 hilling for November 2001. BelSouth failed to bill E911
for November 2001 because of computer program errors. As a preventative action
plan, BellSouth will improve the processit usesto test program changes. BellSouth
met the retall analogue comparison for this sub-metric in November and December

2001.

Mean Time To Ddiver Invoices— Resale (A.4.2) (December)

The CLECs experienced Resde invoice ddivery rates that were dightly higher than
the rates for BellSouth’ s retail customers during December 2001 (3.67 days for
BdlSouth versus 3.84 daysfor CLECS). The smdl difference in performance was
the result of recent shiftsin workloads within the BellSouth Bill Didtribution
department. BellSouth met the retail ana ogue comparison for this sub-metricin

November 2001 and January 2002.
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EXHIBIT NO. AJV -3

Revised June 2001 Percent Flow Through
Service Request



ORDERING

REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (SUMMARY)
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001

ACHIEVED
FLOW-THROUGH %

ADJUSTED FLOW-
THROUGH %

/A - A

REGION ALL SERVICES 74.30% 82.84%

FLOW-THROUGH %

B A » A

REGION
- RETAIL RESIDENCE 94.40%
- RETAIL BUSINESS** TBD

*NOTE: BellSouth has identified an issue that had an impact on Planned Manual Fallout. This reposting
reflects the corrections to individual CLEC percent flow through for this month. The aggregate numbers in
this report do not match the 271 Charts or the MSS due to KPMG third party test LSR being included in the

aggregate 271 data.
| | |

*NOTE: Due to the methodology used in calculating Retail Residence, the percentage shown is an

approximation.
| | |

**NOTE: BellSouth attempted to report business retail flow through as directed by the Georgia Public
Service Commission. BellSouth currently has no way to measure flow through for the Regional Operating
System (ROS) interface used by business retail. BellSouth retail reports capture all business service
requests submitted from all sources, including manually.
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ORDERING REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL) Exhibit AJV-3

REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001 Revised Attachment 2A
AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error
Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation

#1 0 115 0 115 12 28 0 75 42 14 28 33 55.93% 44.00% 70.21%
#2 52 0 0 52 2 8 0 42 12 9 3 30 73.17% 71.43% 76.92%
#3 0 3454 0 3454 51 666 0 2737 2486 189 2297 251 51.12% 9.17% 57.05%
#4 976 0 0 976 50 86 16 824 240 117 123 584 77.76% 70.87% 83.31%
#5 12 0 0 12 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 10 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#6 0 19 0 19 5 2 0 12 6 6 0 6 35.29% 50.00% 50.00%
#7 0 21 0 21 2 2 0 17 9 4 5 8 57.14% 47.06% 66.67%
#8 30 0 0 30 2 3 7 18 11 10 1 7 36.84% 38.89% 41.18%
#9 915 0 0 915 99 112 0 704 46 36 10 658 82.98% 93.47% 94.81%
#10 164 0 0 164 22 8 2 132 66 57 9 66 45.52% 50.00% 53.66%
#11 1797 0 0 1797 191 182 3 1421 227 191 36 1194 75.76% 84.03% 86.21%
#12 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#13 0 0 13 13 2 1 0 10 4 3 1 6 54.55% 60.00% 66.67%
#14 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#15 0 0 17 17 0 3 0 14 14 5 9 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#16 2259 0 0 2259 241 285 36 1697 423 290 133 1274 70.58% 75.07% 81.46%
#17 359 0 0 359 17 28 1 313 27 24 3 286 87.46% 91.37% 92.26%
#18 286 0 0 286 33 32 3 218 75 69 6 143 58.37% 65.60% 67.45%
#19 1382 0 0 1382 124 49 5 1204 88 72 16 1116 85.06% 92.69% 93.94%
#20 0 0 6 6 0 2 0 4 3 3 0 1 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
#21 38 0 0 38 13 7 2 16 11 9 2 5 18.52% 31.25% 35.71%
#22 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#23 0 0 1477 1477 208 253 8 1008 428 350 78 580 50.97% 57.54% 62.37%
#24 197 0 0 197 27 15 2 153 19 15 4 134 76.14% 87.58% 89.93%
#25 17 0 0 17 2 3 1 11 2 2 0 9 69.23% 81.82% 81.82%
#26 76 0 0 76 5 15 2 54 31 28 3 23 41.07% 42.59% 45.10%
#27 0 0 900 900 130 133 1 636 256 219 37 380 52.13% 59.75% 63.44%
#28 0 0 18 18 1 1 0 16 16 7 9 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#29 0 0 23 23 4 4 2 13 6 2 4 7 53.85% 53.85% 77.78%
#30 100 0 0 100 10 10 2 78 31 24 7 47 58.02% 60.26% 66.20%
#31 54 0 0 54 12 4 0 38 3 3 0 35 70.00% 92.11% 92.11%
#32 0 0 1287 1287 279 246 11 751 347 242 105 404 43.68% 53.79% 62.54%
#33 0 212 0 212 163 23 0 26 20 19 1 6 3.19% 23.08% 24.00%
#34 914 0 0 914 70 114 2 728 539 416 123 189 28.00% 25.96% 31.24%
#35 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%
#36 0 0 780 780 119 155 9 497 223 179 44 274 47.90% 55.13% 60.49%
#37 0 0 554 554 110 104 11 329 138 116 22 191 45.80% 58.05% 62.21%
#38 273 0 0 273 30 14 0 229 28 23 5 201 79.13% 87.77% 89.73%
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ORDERING REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL) Exhibit AJV-3
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001 Revised Attachment 2A
AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error
Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#39 6 0 0 6 1 0 0 5 1 1 0 4 66.67% 80.00% 80.00%
#40 524 0 0 524 121 25 0 378 24 21 3 354 71.37% 93.65% 94.40%
#41 479 0 0 479 50 48 9 372 109 79 30 263 67.09% 70.70% 76.90%
#42 0 198 0 198 16 8 170 90 66 24 80 53.33% 47.06% 54.79%
#43 4 0 0 4 3 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#44 17 0 0 17 1 1 0 15 1 1 0 14 87.50% 93.33% 93.33%
#45 0 0 32 32 10 2 0 20 4 4 0 16 53.33% 80.00% 80.00%
#46 65 0 0 65 8 13 0 44 5 3 2 39 78.00% 88.64% 92.86%
#AT 333 0 0 333 18 29 1 285 36 26 10 249 84.98% 87.37% 90.55%
#48 704 0 0 704 84 57 6 557 235 193 42 322 53.76% 57.81% 62.52%
#49 2090 0 0 2090 258 164 7 1661 585 471 114 1076 59.61% 64.78% 69.55%
#50 52 0 0 52 12 4 1 35 9 6 3 26 59.09% 74.29% 81.25%
#51 65 0 0 65 15 12 0 38 9 9 0 29 54.72% 76.32% 76.32%
#52 571 0 0 571 47 6 0 518 12 12 0 506 89.56% 97.68% 97.68%
#53 48 0 0 48 0 0 1 47 47 46 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#54 514 0 0 514 28 25 1 460 28 26 2 432 88.89% 93.91% 94.32%
#55 36 0 0 36 3 1 1 31 4 2 2 27 84.38% 87.10% 93.10%
#56 0 0 29 29 11 5 1 12 9 1 8 3 20.00% 25.00% 75.00%
#57 711 0 0 711 82 115 7 507 95 65 30 412 73.70% 81.26% 86.37%
#58 0 0 11 11 0 2 2 7 7 3 4 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#59 112 0 0 112 6 10 9 87 81 55 26 6 8.96% 6.90% 9.84%
#60 26 0 0 26 3 2 5 16 13 4 9 3 30.00% 18.75% 42.86%
#61 1083 0 0 1083 144 88 5 846 97 78 19 749 77.14% 88.53% 90.57%
#62 29 0 0 29 3 4 0 22 3 3 0 19 76.00% 86.36% 86.36%
#63 0 0 581 581 90 87 1 403 178 161 17 225 47.27% 55.83% 58.29%
#64 520 0 0 520 48 43 4 425 82 65 17 343 75.22% 80.71% 84.07%
#65 2076 0 0 2076 239 131 9 1697 179 150 29 1518 79.60% 89.45% 91.01%
#66 1548 0 0 1548 30 249 6 1263 290 189 101 973 81.63% 77.04% 83.73%
#67 184 0 0 184 13 15 0 156 8 7 1 148 88.10% 94.87% 95.48%
#68 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#69 105 0 0 105 27 18 0 60 19 11 8 41 51.90% 68.33% 78.85%
#70 0 5 0 5 3 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 20.00% 50.00% 50.00%
#71 3 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#72 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%
#73 0 4 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#74 0 0 33 33 7 12 2 12 4 4 0 8 42.11% 66.67% 66.67%
#75 44 0 0 44 4 11 2 27 9 8 1 18 60.00% 66.67% 69.23%
#76 83 0 0 83 9 10 0 64 23 13 10 41 65.08% 64.06% 75.93%
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ORDERING

REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL)
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001

Exhibit AJV-3

Revised Attachment 2A

AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error
Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
H#T7 74 0 0 74 12 10 4 48 18 16 2 30 51.72% 62.50% 65.22%
#78 72 0 0 72 1 5 0 66 28 27 1 38 57.58% 57.58% 58.46%
#79 0 0 13 13 2 6 0 3 3 0 2 28.57% 40.00% 40.00%
#80 11 0 0 11 3 4 0 1 1 0 3 42.86% 75.00% 75.00%
#81 86 0 0 86 12 13 5 56 22 13 9 34 57.63% 60.71% 72.34%
#82 793 0 0 793 109 50 6 628 76 58 18 552 76.77% 87.90% 90.49%
#83 0 0 105 105 11 6 0 88 34 28 6 54 58.06% 61.36% 65.85%
#84 129 0 0 129 18 6 1 104 20 17 3 84 70.59% 80.77% 83.17%
#85 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#86 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#87 31 0 0 31 4 1 1 25 12 1 11 13 72.22% 52.00% 92.86%
#88 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#89 27 0 0 27 1 5 1 20 3 3 0 17 80.95% 85.00% 85.00%
#90 11 0 0 11 1 1 0 9 0 0 0 9 90.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#91 294 0 0 294 32 27 0 235 19 15 4 216 82.13% 91.91% 93.51%
#92 14 0 0 14 3 2 2 7 5 3 2 2 25.00% 28.57% 40.00%
#93 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 2 2 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#94 38 0 0 38 4 2 0 32 10 5 5 22 70.97% 68.75% 81.48%
#95 195 0 0 195 33 8 5 149 59 41 18 90 54.88% 60.40% 68.70%
#96 0 0 241 241 35 26 1 179 94 67 27 85 45.45% 47.49% 55.92%
#97 235 0 0 235 17 26 7 185 35 24 11 150 78.53% 81.08% 86.21%
#98 90 0 0 90 26 12 1 51 25 19 6 26 36.62% 50.98% 57.78%
#99 93 0 0 93 7 0 0 86 9 9 0 77 82.80% 89.53% 89.53%
#100 9 0 0 9 0 0 0 9 3 2 1 6 75.00% 66.67% 75.00%
#101 0 6 0 6 1 0 0 5 5 1 4 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#102 3 0 0 3 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#103 228 0 0 228 10 15 0 203 30 24 6 173 83.57% 85.22% 87.82%
#104 26 0 0 26 3 3 0 20 5 3 2 15 71.43% 75.00% 83.33%
#105 14 0 0 14 0 0 0 14 2 2 0 12 85.71% 85.71% 85.71%
#106 611 0 0 611 64 30 2 515 67 50 17 448 79.72% 86.99% 89.96%
#107 0 24 0 24 11 0 2 11 11 10 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#108 332 0 0 332 30 18 0 284 14 12 2 270 86.54% 95.07% 95.74%
#109 0 0 604 604 27 74 0 503 19 14 5 484 92.19% 96.22% 97.19%
#110 468 0 0 468 41 66 2 359 34 29 5 325 82.28% 90.53% 91.81%
#111 172 0 0 172 22 74 1 75 12 8 4 63 67.74% 84.00% 88.73%
#112 97 0 0 97 9 0 0 88 2 2 0 86 88.66% 97.73% 97.73%
#113 4 0 0 4 0 1 0 3 3 3 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#114 1000 0 0 1000 96 88 2 814 50 39 11 764 84.98% 93.86% 95.14%
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ORDERING

REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL)
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001

Exhibit AJV-3

Revised Attachment 2A

AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error

Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#115 293 0 0 293 39 8 0 246 25 22 3 221 78.37% 89.84% 90.95%
#116 163 0 0 163 33 8 2 120 22 20 2 98 64.90% 81.67% 83.05%
#117 0 0 28 28 7 2 0 19 3 2 1 16 64.00% 84.21% 88.89%
#118 36 0 0 36 1 3 0 32 3 2 1 29 90.63% 90.63% 93.55%
#119 0 0 777 777 11 63 0 703 25 16 9 678 96.17% 96.44% 97.69%
#120 449 0 0 449 94 85 2 268 66 52 14 202 58.05% 75.37% 79.53%
#121 212 0 0 212 24 13 1 174 19 19 0 155 78.28% 89.08% 89.08%
#122 440 0 0 440 44 24 0 372 13 8 5 359 87.35% 96.51% 97.82%
#123 686 0 0 686 10 115 0 561 72 62 10 489 87.17% 87.17% 88.75%
#124 0 114 0 114 2 9 0 103 56 36 20 47 55.29% 45.63% 56.63%
#125 0 0 39 39 12 0 2 25 9 9 0 16 43.24% 64.00% 64.00%
#126 49 0 0 49 5 3 0 41 16 6 10 25 69.44% 60.98% 80.65%
#127 72 0 0 72 3 2 2 65 24 24 0 41 60.29% 63.08% 63.08%
#128 6 0 0 6 0 2 0 4 1 1 0 3 75.00% 75.00% 75.00%
#129 250 0 0 250 37 29 0 184 47 41 6 137 63.72% 74.46% 76.97%
#130 31 0 0 31 2 2 0 27 4 3 1 23 82.14% 85.19% 88.46%
#131 33 0 0 33 2 2 0 29 3 3 23 82.14% 79.31% 88.46%
#132 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%
#133 0 58 0 58 6 7 0 45 18 9 9 27 64.29% 60.00% 75.00%
#134 26 0 0 26 4 4 0 18 9 2 7 9 60.00% 50.00% 81.82%
#135 135 0 0 135 9 1 0 125 4 3 1 121 90.98% 96.80% 97.58%
#136 237 0 0 237 55 9 0 173 9 9 0 164 71.93% 94.80% 94.80%
#137 1561 0 0 1561 97 47 0 1417 107 87 20 1310 87.68% 92.45% 93.77%
#138 0 0 882 882 139 13 78 652 493 437 56 159 21.63% 24.39% 26.68%
#139 880 0 0 880 70 28 1 781 83 77 6 698 82.60% 89.37% 90.06%
#140 1646 0 0 1646 114 95 5 1432 98 72 26 1334 87.76% 93.16% 94.88%
#141 3805 0 0 3805 483 193 37 3092 254 209 45 2838 80.40% 91.79% 93.14%
#142 86 0 0 86 6 4 1 75 12 9 3 63 80.77% 84.00% 87.50%
#143 41 0 0 41 2 9 0 30 4 4 0 26 81.25% 86.67% 86.67%
#144 0 25 0 25 0 6 3 16 16 0 16 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#145 4 0 0 4 0 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#146 34 0 0 34 4 4 2 24 12 5 7 12 57.14% 50.00% 70.59%
#147 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#148 33 0 0 33 16 6 0 11 7 6 1 4 15.38% 36.36% 40.00%
#149 213 0 0 213 10 9 0 194 14 14 0 180 88.24% 92.78% 92.78%
#150 196 0 0 196 17 20 0 159 11 8 3 148 85.55% 93.08% 94.87%
#151 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#152 506 0 0 506 50 41 3 412 42 30 12 370 82.22% 89.81% 92.50%
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ORDERING REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL) Exhibit AJV-3

REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001 Revised Attachment 2A
AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error

Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#153 83 0 0 83 1 1 0 81 6 3 3 75 94.94% 92.59% 96.15%
#154 106 0 0 106 21 11 0 74 20 13 7 54 61.36% 72.97% 80.60%
#155 0 0 397 397 68 30 4 295 72 63 9 223 62.99% 75.59% 77.97%
#156 966 0 0 966 138 74 10 744 131 105 26 613 71.61% 82.39% 85.38%
#157 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#158 0 0 13 13 0 0 0 13 8 3 5 5 62.50% 38.46% 62.50%
#159 230 0 0 230 25 21 0 184 9 5 4 175 85.37% 95.11% 97.22%
#160 424 0 0 424 33 30 8 353 259 188 71 94 29.84% 26.63% 33.33%
#161 55 0 0 55 1 1 0 53 5 5 0 48 88.89% 90.57% 90.57%
#162 0 0 5 5 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 3 75.00% 75.00% 75.00%
#163 38 0 0 38 2 1 1 34 4 4 0 30 83.33% 88.24% 88.24%
#164 23 0 0 23 3 3 0 17 9 8 1 8 42.11% 47.06% 50.00%
#165 1441 0 0 1441 165 109 1 1166 107 89 18 1059 80.65% 90.82% 92.25%
#166 214 0 0 214 41 23 5 145 50 40 10 95 53.98% 65.52% 70.37%
#167 14 0 0 14 2 1 0 11 2 0 2 9 81.82% 81.82% 100.00%
#168 111 0 0 111 19 6 4 82 42 33 9 40 43.48% 48.78% 54.79%
#169 0 0 15 15 0 0 0 15 13 11 2 2 15.38% 13.33% 15.38%
#170 0 0 381 381 20 162 1 198 31 16 15 167 82.27% 84.34% 91.26%
#171 952 0 0 952 39 61 0 852 45 40 5 807 91.08% 94.72% 95.28%
#172 780 0 0 780 80 129 1 570 72 62 10 498 77.81% 87.37% 88.93%
#173 75 0 0 75 20 10 2 43 14 13 1 29 46.77% 67.44% 69.05%
#174 128 0 0 128 16 15 0 97 13 11 2 84 75.68% 86.60% 88.42%
#175 7236 0 0 7236 220 572 10 6434 667 540 127 5767 88.36% 89.63% 91.44%
#176 342 0 0 342 20 27 1 294 47 44 3 247 79.42% 84.01% 84.88%
#177 1272 0 0 1272 84 76 3 1109 110 108 2 999 83.88% 90.08% 90.24%
#178 0 0 117 117 6 15 0 96 0 0 0 96 94.12% 100.00% 100.00%
#179 213 0 0 213 94 26 0 93 6 5 1 87 46.77% 93.55% 94.57%
#180 45 0 0 45 13 3 0 29 16 13 3 13 33.33% 44.83% 50.00%
#181 32 0 0 32 1 4 0 27 3 3 0 24 85.71% 88.89% 88.89%
#182 203 0 0 203 27 2 1 173 13 11 2 160 80.81% 92.49% 93.57%
#183 414 0 0 414 98 61 0 255 31 17 14 224 66.08% 87.84% 92.95%
#184 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#185 147 0 0 147 16 9 0 122 15 15 0 107 77.54% 87.70% 87.70%
#186 0 0 9999 9999 1190 1320 96 7393 5410 4070 1340 1983 27.38% 26.82% 32.76%
#187 8434 0 0 8434 395 820 38 7181 787 589 198 6394 86.66% 89.04% 91.57%
#188 2069 0 0 2069 218 105 6 1740 226 161 65 1514 79.98% 87.01% 90.39%
#189 77 0 0 77 2 20 2 53 39 22 17 14 36.84% 26.42% 38.89%
#190 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 4 0 4 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
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ORDERING REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL) Exhibit AJV-3
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001 Revised Attachment 2A
AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error
Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#191 43 0 0 43 2 7 0 34 14 7 7 20 68.97% 58.82% 74.07%
#192 2403 0 0 2403 87 250 2 2064 195 124 71 1869 89.86% 90.55% 93.78%
#193 1215 0 0 1215 78 75 1 1061 67 52 15 994 88.43% 93.69% 95.03%
#194 96 0 0 96 5 16 0 75 4 4 0 71 88.75% 94.67% 94.67%
#195 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#196 120 0 0 120 52 9 1 58 18 16 2 40 37.04% 68.97% 71.43%
#197 10 0 0 10 3 1 0 6 3 3 0 3 33.33% 50.00% 50.00%
#198 2 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#199 0 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#200 65 0 0 65 19 15 0 31 12 12 0 19 38.00% 61.29% 61.29%
#201 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#202 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#203 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 2 2 0 2 50.00% 50.00% 50.00%
#204 0 0 23 23 7 8 0 8 4 2 2 4 30.77% 50.00% 66.67%
#205 195 0 0 195 30 34 1 130 26 23 3 104 66.24% 80.00% 81.89%
#206 74 0 0 74 6 5 0 63 6 5 1 57 83.82% 90.48% 91.94%
#207 10 0 0 10 0 2 3 5 3 3 0 2 40.00% 40.00% 40.00%
#208 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#209 30 0 0 30 0 2 0 28 23 12 11 5 29.41% 17.86% 29.41%
#210 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#211 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 1 0 1 3 100.00% 75.00% 100.00%
#212 333 0 0 333 58 34 1 240 115 92 23 125 45.45% 52.08% 57.60%
#213 22 0 0 22 4 9 1 8 4 3 1 11.11% 12.50% 20.00%
#214 0 0 2 2 0 0 1 0 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#215 5 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 2 1 2 50.00% 40.00% 50.00%
#216 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#217 135 0 0 135 27 16 2 90 52 41 11 38 35.85% 42.22% 48.10%
#218 47 0 0 47 9 4 0 34 30 25 5 4 10.53% 11.76% 13.79%
#219 96 0 0 96 19 5 0 72 10 6 4 62 71.26% 86.11% 91.18%
#220 7 0 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 0 0 6 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#221 4 0 0 4 1 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 75.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#222 0 0 982 982 58 58 15 851 150 97 53 701 81.89% 82.37% 87.84%
#223 422 0 0 422 19 30 0 373 8 7 1 365 93.35% 97.86% 98.12%
#224 65 0 0 65 2 9 3 51 16 12 4 35 71.43% 68.63% 74.47%
#225 13 0 0 13 0 2 0 11 5 3 2 6 66.67% 54.55% 66.67%
#226 692 0 0 692 21 38 3 630 23 20 3 607 93.67% 96.35% 96.81%
#227 0 0 4028 4028 112 68 15 3833 281 225 56 3552 91.33% 92.67% 94.04%
#228 8803 0 0 8803 639 388 5 7771 297 261 36 7474 89.25% 96.18% 96.63%
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ORDERING REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL) Exhibit AJV-3
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Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#229 9 0 0 9 2 3 1 3 2 2 0 1 20.00% 33.33% 33.33%
#230 0 0 3341 3341 4 454 29 2854 1234 865 369 1620 65.09% 56.76% 65.19%
#231 0 61 0 61 26 11 0 24 4 0 20 40.00% 83.33% 83.33%
#232 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#233 30 0 0 30 14 9 0 7 3 2 1 4 20.00% 57.14% 66.67%
#234 24 0 0 24 13 4 1 6 5 5 0 1 5.26% 16.67% 16.67%
#235 779 0 0 779 84 31 7 657 46 37 9 611 83.47% 93.00% 94.29%
#236 45 0 0 45 6 7 0 32 8 8 0 24 63.16% 75.00% 75.00%
#237 735 0 0 735 53 16 1 665 29 27 2 636 88.83% 95.64% 95.93%
#238 389 0 0 389 49 23 1 316 16 10 6 300 83.57% 94.94% 96.77%
#239 831 0 0 831 54 62 0 715 50 40 10 665 87.62% 93.01% 94.33%
#240 242 0 0 242 21 39 9 173 76 53 23 97 56.73% 56.07% 64.67%
#241 238 0 0 238 8 10 1 219 39 28 11 180 83.33% 82.19% 86.54%
#242 914 0 0 914 82 79 8 745 106 95 11 639 78.31% 85.77% 87.06%
#243 177 0 0 177 18 46 2 111 69 53 16 42 37.17% 37.84% 44.21%
#244 49 0 0 49 0 2 2 45 44 28 16 1 3.45% 2.22% 3.45%
#245 0 0 929 929 5 95 1 828 26 23 3 802 96.63% 96.86% 97.21%
#246 82 0 0 82 1 8 1 72 8 6 2 64 90.14% 88.89% 91.43%
#247 338 0 0 338 36 13 1 288 38 26 12 250 80.13% 86.81% 90.58%
#248 65 0 0 65 12 9 0 44 37 26 11 7 15.56% 15.91% 21.21%
#249 24305 0 0 24305 2147 3409 108 18641 9350 6910 2440 9291 50.64% 49.84% 57.35%
#250 373 0 0 373 29 24 0 320 24 21 3 296 85.55% 92.50% 93.38%
#251 0 0 251 251 13 59 1 178 66 51 15 112 63.64% 62.92% 68.71%
#252 392 0 0 392 52 82 1 257 84 71 13 173 58.45% 67.32% 70.90%
#253 0 0 23 23 2 2 0 19 3 2 1 16 80.00% 84.21% 88.89%
#254 69 0 0 69 11 13 0 45 6 0 39 69.64% 86.67% 86.67%
#255 0 0 7 7 1 1 0 5 1 0 4 66.67% 80.00% 80.00%
#256 26 0 0 26 5 3 0 18 10 7 3 8 40.00% 44.44% 53.33%
#257 38 0 0 38 2 6 0 30 2 0 28 87.50% 93.33% 93.33%
#258 24 0 0 24 1 7 2 14 7 6 1 7 50.00% 50.00% 53.85%
#259 283 0 0 283 20 3 0 260 8 7 1 252 90.32% 96.92% 97.30%
#260 30 0 0 30 2 0 0 28 0 0 0 28 93.33% 100.00% 100.00%
#261 124 0 0 124 26 6 3 89 27 22 5 62 56.36% 69.66% 73.81%
#262 3070 0 0 3070 188 358 2 2522 141 123 18 2381 88.45% 94.41% 95.09%
#263 0 520 0 520 347 56 0 117 85 46 39 32 7.53% 27.35% 41.03%
#264 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#265 12 0 0 12 0 6 0 6 3 2 1 25.00% 16.67% 25.00%
#266 0 0 14 14 7 3 0 1 0 3 27.27% 75.00% 75.00%
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#267 36 0 0 36 8 2 1 25 6 4 2 19 61.29% 76.00% 82.61%
#268 0 1458 0 1458 74 103 0 1281 172 144 28 1109 83.57% 86.57% 88.51%
#269 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#270 0 0 61 61 30 7 0 24 14 11 3 10 19.61% 41.67% 47.62%
#271 49 0 0 49 5 4 0 40 15 13 2 25 58.14% 62.50% 65.79%
#272 0 18760 0 18760 621 2248 7 15884 4677 2937 1740 11207 75.90% 70.56% 79.24%
#273 10 0 0 10 2 4 0 4 3 0 3 1 33.33% 25.00% 100.00%
#274 6 0 0 6 0 3 0 3 1 1 0 2 66.67% 66.67% 66.67%
#275 2 0 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#276 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#277 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 1 1 0 2 66.67% 66.67% 66.67%
#278 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#279 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#280 0 399 0 399 249 121 2 27 27 7 20 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#281 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#282 17 0 0 17 4 0 1 12 5 3 2 7 50.00% 58.33% 70.00%
#283 0 607 0 607 398 91 4 114 44 31 13 70 14.03% 61.40% 69.31%
#284 26 0 0 26 2 3 0 21 14 7 7 7 43.75% 33.33% 50.00%
#285 65 0 0 65 0 5 3 57 21 12 9 36 75.00% 63.16% 75.00%
#286 0 14 0 14 11 0 0 3 3 1 2 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#287 0 0 4 4 0 0 1 3 0 0 0 3 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#288 108 0 0 108 23 8 3 74 17 10 7 57 63.33% 77.03% 85.07%
#289 0 6225 0 6225 158 1222 3 4842 747 564 183 4095 85.01% 84.57% 87.89%
#290 204 0 0 204 14 10 0 180 11 9 2 169 88.02% 93.89% 94.94%
#291 52 0 0 52 30 5 1 16 6 3 3 10 23.26% 62.50% 76.92%
#292 0 9087 0 9087 224 1807 5 7051 1573 1289 284 5478 78.36% 77.69% 80.95%
#293 346 0 0 346 23 27 0 296 16 14 2 280 88.33% 94.59% 95.24%
#294 0 0 13 13 0 4 0 9 2 0 2 7 100.00% 77.78% 100.00%
#295 0 0 267 267 100 53 7 107 46 35 11 61 31.12% 57.01% 63.54%
#296 792 0 0 792 163 105 15 509 208 153 55 301 48.78% 59.14% 66.30%
#297 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#298 8 0 0 8 5 1 0 2 2 2 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#299 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#300 2 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#301 482 0 0 482 30 32 4 416 63 51 12 353 81.34% 84.86% 87.38%
#302 184 0 0 184 18 13 1 152 34 28 6 118 71.95% 77.63% 80.82%
#303 848 0 0 848 69 84 10 685 377 181 196 308 55.20% 44.96% 62.99%
#304 7 0 0 7 1 0 0 6 4 4 0 2 28.57% 33.33% 33.33%

Page 9 of 75 04/26/2002




ORDERING

REPORT: PERCENT FLOW THROUGH SERVICE REQUESTS (DETAIL)
REPORT PERIOD: 06/01/2001 - 06/30/2001

Exhibit AJV-3

Revised Attachment 2A

AGGREGATE ORDER TYPES | |
Company Info LSR PROCESSING FLOWTHROUGH
LESOG
Mechanized Interface Used Manual Rejects Validated Errors
Total Pending Total CLEC CLEC Error

Total Mech] Manual Auto Supps System |BST Caused] Caused Achieved Base Excluded
Name RESH/OCN] LENS EDI TAG LSR's Fallout Clarification | (Z Status) LSR's Fallout Fallout Fallout Issued SO's| Flowthrough | Calculation | Calculation
#305 0 9257 0 9257 164 1781 3 7309 1844 1227 617 5465 79.71% 74.77% 81.66%
#306 25 0 0 25 0 5 4 16 14 12 2 2 14.29% 12.50% 14.29%
#307 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#308 279 0 0 279 12 38 0 229 25 23 2 204 85.36% 89.08% 89.87%
#309 35 0 0 35 3 7 1 24 14 7 7 10 50.00% 41.67% 58.82%
#310 0 0 25 25 2 4 0 19 5 1 4 14 82.35% 73.68% 93.33%
#311 35 0 0 35 14 0 0 21 15 11 4 6 19.35% 28.57% 35.29%
#312 0 0 36 36 0 5 1 30 11 8 3 19 70.37% 63.33% 70.37%
#313 26 0 0 26 9 2 2 13 8 6 2 5 25.00% 38.46% 45.45%
#314 491 0 0 491 9 27 0 455 27 20 7 428 93.65% 94.07% 95.54%
#315 36 0 0 36 2 4 0 30 4 4 0 26 81.25% 86.67% 86.67%
#316 5 0 0 5 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 2 50.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#317 0 0 8 8 0 1 0 7 4 4 0 3 42.86% 42.86% 42.86%
#318 18 0 0 18 5 3 1 9 4 1 3 5 45.45% 55.56% 83.33%
#319 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 2 2 0 8 80.00% 80.00% 80.00%
#320 916 0 0 916 144 174 6 592 315 227 88 277 42.75% 46.79% 54.96%
#321 2 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#322 11 0 0 11 0 0 10 0 0 0 10 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#323 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#324 3386 0 0 3386 291 224 8 2863 360 319 41 2503 80.40% 87.43% 88.70%
#325 0 0 3412 3412 365 321 55 2671 494 345 149 2177 75.41% 81.51% 86.32%
#326 15101 0 0 15101 346 979 10 13766 292 231 61 13474 95.89% 97.88% 98.31%
#327 0 56 0 56 2 4 0 50 11 6 5 39 82.98% 78.00% 86.67%
#328 170 0 0 170 2 6 0 162 5 4 1 157 96.32% 96.91% 97.52%
#329 494 0 0 494 73 2 415 20 17 3 395 94.95% 95.18% 95.87%
#330 0 0 3 3 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
#331 190 0 0 190 31 23 1 135 31 25 6 104 65.00% 77.04% 80.62%
#332 0 2192 0 2192 1076 260 11 845 235 129 106 610 33.61% 72.19% 82.54%
#333 221 0 0 221 75 20 1 125 53 44 9 72 37.70% 57.60% 62.07%
#334 0 0 33 33 10 10 0 13 2 2 0 11 47.83% 84.62% 84.62%
#335 59 0 0 59 17 12 1 29 13 8 5 16 39.02% 55.17% 66.67%
#336 0 0 9555 9555 122 701 16 8716 400 343 57 8316 94.70% 95.41% 96.04%
#337 3146 0 0 3146 253 211 19 2663 416 339 77 2247 79.15% 84.38% 86.89%
#338 706 0 0 706 64 63 13 566 157 134 23 409 67.38% 72.26% 75.32%
#339 135 0 0 135 19 7 2 107 42 31 11 65 56.52% 60.75% 67.71%
#340 0 417 0 417 210 74 6 127 80 58 22 47 14.92% 37.01% 44.76%
#341 615 0 0 615 88 38 5 484 131 110 21 353 64.07% 72.93% 76.24%
#342 1061 0 0 1061 221 165 14 661 306 242 64 355 43.40% 53.71% 59.46%
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#343 45 0 0 45 25 3 0 17 14 11 3 3 7.69% 17.65% 21.43%
#344 1038 0 0 1038 136 39 1 862 57 39 18 805 82.14% 93.39% 95.38%
#345 345 0 0 345 5 28 0 312 17 12 5 295 94.55% 94.55% 96.09%
#346 0 0 1370 1370 11 122 1 1236 50 46 4 1186 95.41% 95.95% 96.27%
#347 105 0 0 105 4 2 0 99 6 6 0 93 90.29% 93.94% 93.94%
#348 374 0 0 374 45 44 5 280 92 75 17 188 61.04% 67.14% 71.48%
#349 41 0 0 41 5 0 32 12 12 0 20 55.56% 62.50% 62.50%
#350 15 0 0 15 6 1 0 8 5 4 1 3 23.08% 37.50% 42.86%
#351 129 0 0 129 5 14 1 109 11 10 1 98 86.73% 89.91% 90.74%
#352 1007 0 0 1007 73 57 1 876 97 85 12 779 83.14% 88.93% 90.16%
#353 13 0 0 13 0 1 0 12 1 1 0 11 91.67% 91.67% 91.67%
#354 0 0 1527 1527 104 99 5 1319 211 178 33 1108 79.71% 84.00% 86.16%
#355 83 0 0 83 4 5 0 74 4 4 0 70 89.74% 94.59% 94.59%
#356 0 2447 0 2447 239 195 1 2012 827 678 149 1185 56.37% 58.90% 63.61%
#357 3176 0 0 3176 284 173 17 2702 737 624 113 1965 68.40% 72.72% 75.90%
#358 24 0 0 24 2 9 3 10 8 5 3 2 22.22% 20.00% 28.57%
#359 0 0 1787 1787 17 330 4 1436 32 30 2 1404 96.76% 97.77% 97.91%
#360 49 0 0 49 1 5 0 43 6 6 0 37 84.09% 86.05% 86.05%
#361 4 0 0 4 0 0 0 4 3 3 0 1 25.00% 25.00% 25.00%
#362 579 0 0 579 23 38 1 517 39 30 9 478 90.02% 92.46% 94.09%
#363 100 0 0 100 22 11 0 67 29 25 4 38 44.71% 56.72% 60.32%
#364 0 169 0 169 115 11 3 40 21 18 3 19 12.50% 47.50% 51.35%
#365 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#366 0 0 13 13 6 0 0 7 1 1 0 6 46.15% 85.71% 85.71%
#367 12 0 0 12 0 2 2 8 4 2 2 4 66.67% 50.00% 66.67%
#368 0 0 485 485 7 76 0 402 7 6 1 395 96.81% 98.26% 98.50%
#369 21 0 0 21 2 1 0 18 4 4 0 14 70.00% 77.78% 77.78%
#370 67 0 0 67 6 10 3 48 12 8 4 36 72.00% 75.00% 81.82%
#371 2418 0 0 2418 486 266 9 1657 689 566 123 968 47.92% 58.42% 63.10%
#372 463 0 0 463 55 24 1 383 61 56 5 322 74.36% 84.07% 85.19%
#373 53 0 0 53 3 2 0 48 9 9 0 39 76.47% 81.25% 81.25%
#374 136 0 0 136 2 24 4 106 39 12 27 67 82.72% 63.21% 84.81%
#375 323 0 0 323 12 24 1 302 48 47 1 254 81.15% 84.11% 84.39%
#376 46 0 0 46 7 0 0 39 8 7 1 31 68.89% 79.49% 81.58%
#377 0 0 58 58 2 8 0 48 3 3 0 45 90.00% 93.75% 93.75%
#378 101 0 0 101 12 3 0 86 7 4 3 79 83.16% 91.86% 95.18%
#379 0 4162 0 4162 135 804 2 3221 527 385 142 2694 83.82% 83.64% 87.50%
#380 170 0 0 170 8 5 0 157 28 27 1 129 78.66% 82.17% 82.69%
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#381 0 0 186 186 62 49 6 69 49 41 8 20 16.26% 28.99% 32.79%
#382 9347 0 0 9347 1167 641 106 7433 1874 1653 221 5559 66.34% 74.79% 77.08%
#383 0 272 0 272 165 54 0 53 19 15 4 34 15.89% 64.15% 69.39%
#384 26 0 0 26 4 7 0 15 5 4 1 10 55.56% 66.67% 71.43%
#385 786 0 0 786 146 83 9 548 194 164 30 354 53.31% 64.60% 68.34%
#386 95 0 0 95 4 7 0 84 1 1 0 83 94.32% 98.81% 98.81%
#387 71 0 0 71 6 12 2 51 22 18 4 29 54.72% 56.86% 61.70%
#388 0 94 0 94 56 3 1 34 13 12 1 21 23.60% 61.76% 63.64%
#389 10 0 0 10 1 2 0 7 0 1 6 85.71% 85.71% 100.00%
#390 43 0 0 43 6 5 1 31 7 2 22 62.86% 70.97% 75.86%
#391 448 0 0 448 29 15 1 403 39 33 6 364 85.45% 90.32% 91.69%
#392 3028 0 0 3028 440 230 7 2351 375 292 83 1976 72.97% 84.05% 87.13%
#393 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#394 40 0 0 40 5 11 0 24 9 8 1 15 53.57% 62.50% 65.22%
#395 94 0 0 94 2 8 0 84 28 23 5 56 69.14% 66.67% 70.89%
#396 27110 0 0 27110 3174 2479 63 21394 2255 1922 333 19139 78.97% 89.46% 90.87%
#397 13 0 0 13 2 0 0 11 4 3 1 7 58.33% 63.64% 70.00%
#398 82 0 0 82 31 10 0 41 26 19 7 15 23.08% 36.59% 44.12%
#399 549 0 0 549 48 62 4 435 51 41 10 384 81.18% 88.28% 90.35%
#400 387 0 0 387 34 22 2 329 71 45 26 258 76.56% 78.42% 85.15%
#401 160 0 0 160 15 14 0 131 2 2 0 129 88.36% 98.47% 98.47%
#402 168 0 0 168 39 10 2 117 47 36 11 70 48.28% 59.83% 66.04%
#403 60 0 0 60 0 3 0 57 1 1 0 56 98.25% 98.25% 98.25%
#404 272 0 0 272 6 26 0 240 15 12 3 225 92.59% 93.75% 94.94%
#405 122 0 0 122 3 7 0 112 6 5 1 106 92.98% 94.64% 95.50%
#406 167 0 0 167 9 11 3 144 27 26 1 117 76.97% 81.25% 81.82%
#407 89 0 0 89 4 11 0 74 5 4 1 69 89.61% 93.24% 94.52%
#408 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#409 523 0 0 523 74 59 20 370 159 126 33 211 51.34% 57.03% 62.61%
#410 0 560 0 560 43 61 2 454 194 147 47 260 57.78% 57.27% 63.88%
#411 664 0 0 664 107 110 8 439 147 126 21 292 55.62% 66.51% 69.86%
#412 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
#413 2229 0 0 2229 93 177 6 1953 176 159 17 1777 87.58% 90.99% 91.79%
#414 400 0 0 400 46 17 1 336 33 25 8 303 81.02% 90.18% 92.38%
#415 18 0 0 18 1 8 1 8 3 3 0 5 55.56% 62.50% 62.50%
#416 701 0 0 701 38 42 1 620 32 23 9 588 90.60% 94.84% 96.24%
#417 1036 0 0 1036 111 134 8 783 203 181 22 580 66.51% 74.07% 76.22%
#418 0 137 0 137 33 41 2 61 17 11 6 44 50.00% 72.13% 80.00%
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